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ABSTRACT 
The Nature and Process of Organization 
in a Collaborative School-Business Partnership 
May 1985 
Georganne Greene, B.S., University of Houston 
M.S., University of North Carolina, Greensboro 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts, Amherst 
Directed by: Professor Horace Reed 
This study is concerned with providing an in-depth qualitative 
description of the nature and process of organization in a collabora¬ 
tive school-business partnership. The study examines the issue of iden¬ 
tity development in the interorganizational relationship and the organ¬ 
izational processes and patterns related to it. 
Of most significance for this study is the review of literature on 
interorganizational relationships and collaboration. What evolves from 
this examination is the understanding that the development of inter¬ 
organizational groups is highly contingent upon evolving a set of common 
perceptual frames. Voluntary interorganizational relationships do not 
intrinsically have the built-in contextual and physical variables that 
easily reference them as "organizations." This is particularly impor¬ 
tant in a collaborative relationship where, by definition, through 
working together representatives of various organizations will form a 
"new" overarching organization. In addition, collaboration is a very 
intense form of interorganizational relationship that requires a complex 
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set of organizational processes, purposes, and enabling conditions in 
order to be enacted. 
The xn-depth description and analysis of this partnership provided 
evidence to support the importance of the issue of identity development 
to interorganizational groups. The partnership members had varying 
interpretations of who the organization was, what it did, and how it 
operated. These varying interpretations of identity appeared to remain 
unresolved because of characteristic organizational patterns such as 
creating appearances, indirectness, and diffusing conflict that blocked 
dealing with the issue. The partnership organization seemed to have 
developed very little in its two and a half year history. 
In addition, the partnership did not function collaboratively. 
Many of the conditions necessary for developing collaboration were not 
present. The intense relationship of collaboration may not be the best 
match for this particular interorganizational group. 
The study concludes with some recommendations for consultants in 
dealing with interorganizational relationships. Several of the recom¬ 
mendations target the development of school-business partnerships in 
particular. Finally, the case is made that identity development is a 
crucial and overlooked variable in the interorganizational literature. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
General Problem 
There is a body of popular literature which makes the case that the 
economic health of our nation is intimately tied to our ability to suc¬ 
cessfully educate our population. Such arguments are linked to factors 
of foreign competition and sweeping technological innovation that are 
presumably changing the worldscape (Botkin, Dimanescu & Stata; Naisbitt, 
1982; Newsom, 1980). As a result of such arguments and recent studies 
and articles giving the American public education system unfavorable 
reviews (Fiske, 1983; Nash & Ducharme, 1983; National Commission on 
Excellence in Education, 1983), education has become a potent political 
issue in the 1980s. At the state and national levels, educational re¬ 
form legislation is receiving significant attention (Dudley, 1980; 
Edgerly, 1983; Tremper, 1983). 
Another outgrowth of this national focus on education is the 
encouragement of increased private sector involvement in public educa¬ 
tion, particularly at the elementary and secondary levels. The result¬ 
ing educational-private sector activity is generically referred to as 
industry-education or school-business partnerships. These partnerships 
represent the most recent in what Elsman (1981) refers to as "cycles of 
attraction and rejection" in the history of industry-education relation¬ 
ships . 
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The late 1950s and early 1960s represented the last convergence of 
industry-education interests. In reaction to the Soviet launching of 
Sputnik, a flurry of activity between the education and business sectors 
was initiated. Cooperation between the two resulted in legislation 
which mandated the development of vocational education advisory coun¬ 
cils. These councils were established to provide industry with direct 
and ongoing involvement in educational planning. Vocational education, 
however, has traditionally been defined to include only a fraction of 
anY given educational population. The current trend of industry- 
education partnerships borrows many elements from this previous cycle 
as well as including components from earlier cycles of close industry- 
education linkage such as the cooperative education movement (Dewey, 
1935; Gold, Jung & Bushnell, 1982; Veysey, 1965). 
The modern literature of industry-education partnerships does ap¬ 
pear to reflect some new developments (Darkenwald, 1983; Densmore, 
1983; McNett, 1982; Partnerships With Schools Forum, 1983). There have 
been changes in defining the what, who and how of industry-education 
involvement. Current literature suggests that industry is now inter¬ 
ested not only in assisting with development of trade skills and basic 
literacy skills, but in the wide diffusion of technological skills such 
as computer proficiency and in the development of advanced critical 
thinking skills, most notably in math and science. The target of indus¬ 
try involvement in schools has shifted from vocational and occupational 
education populations to include the entire school population including 
teachers and administrators. And finally industry and education are 
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being urged to organize partnerships that are locally controlled and 
sustained. Much of the current literature suggests the need for forming 
ongoing collaborative partnerships composed of representatives from the 
schools, the private sector, and other community institutions (Elsman, 
1981; Greene & Marchesani, 1983; Prager, 1982). 
Current research and writing about industry-education partnerships 
does offer descriptive accounts of partnership developments in the what 
and who categories. There are numerous reports and documents detailing 
programmatic developments and cataloguing the activities being con¬ 
ducted. Many accounts of partnerships document how the needs of varying 
populations are met through a wide array of programs (Chaffee, 1980; 
McClain & Sockol, 1978; Purcell, Alden & Nagle, 1981; Schilit & Lacey, 
1982). The literature that pertains to the how or actual organization 
of these interorganizational partnerships between schools and business, 
however, is limited. Moreover, most of that literature is prescriptive 
and is addressed to "what is the best way to organize?" without benefit 
of the descriptive studies that provide needed insight into the complex¬ 
ities of that process. 
Specific Aspect of the Problem 
As was mentioned, the development of interorganizational collabora¬ 
tive relationships between schools and business is currently being 
encouraged. This interorganizational arrangement is thought to be the 
most effective way for addressing and solving the complex problems that 
cut across institutional boundaries. However the literature on 
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interorganizational relationships and collaboration suggests that imple¬ 
menting and maintaining such interorganizational arrangements is an 
extremely complex process. 
The literature on interorganizational relationships (Cummings, 
1980; Gricar, 1981; Whetten, 1981) stresses the need for common percep¬ 
tual assessments in order for interorganizational relationships to occur. 
Four out of five antecedents of interorganizational coordination accord¬ 
ing to Whetten's review of the interorganizational literature are per¬ 
ceptual in nature. Other interorganizational theorists suggest that a 
complex interface of interpretive schemes and contextual factors are 
critical to the enactment of interorganizational relationships (Gricar & 
Hay, 1983; Halpert, 1982; Trist, 1983). In a similar vein, organiza¬ 
tional theorists are emerging who suggest the importance of focusing 
upon the more cognitive and symbolic aspects of organizations (Pondy et 
al., 1983; Smircich, 1983; Weick, 1979). These theorists suggest that 
order in the social world of organizations "however real in surface 
appearance, rests in precarious, socially constructed webs of symbolic 
relationships that are continuously negotiated, re-negotiated, affirmed 
or changed" (Morgan, 1981). These perspectives appear particularly 
important to the understanding of an interorganizational relationship 
such as a school-business partnership. 
Partnership organizations meet on an infrequent basis and are com¬ 
posed of individuals who maintain primary affiliation to home organiza¬ 
tions. The typical trappings such as a home office and a daily routine 
that lend an air of concreteness to what an organization is are not 
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present. This highlights dramatically the intangible nature of organi¬ 
zational reality and the need for perceptual commonalities. That aspect 
of organization in a partnership which rests chiefly in socially con¬ 
structed webs of relationships is more vivid than is often the case. As 
is true with any organization, its existence depends upon some degree of 
consensus among members as to the nature and purpose of itself as an 
"organization." That consensus may clearly be more complex and diffi¬ 
cult to negotiate in a school-business interorganizational partnership 
where individuals might bring significantly different perspectives to 
the organizing process. The question of what kind of consensus about 
identity and purpose can emerge in such an organization appears a sig¬ 
nificant one for exploration in regard to these partnerships. 
Additionally, these interorganizational partnerships are being 
encouraged to organize collaboratively. The literature on collaborative 
modes of organizing suggests that a unique set of organizing conditions, 
processes, and purposes is critical to successful collaboration 
(Appley & Winder, 1977; Kraus, 1980; Loughran, 1981). Enabling condi¬ 
tions related to size, organizational autonomy, and the distribution of 
power; a particular constellation of internal organizing processes 
related to decision making, leadership, conflict management, and commu¬ 
nication patterns; and a distinctive set of shared purposes are neces¬ 
sary to collaborative organizing. Given the complex nature of the 
collaboration process, it appears important to gather more information 
with respect to how that is enacted in an industry-education partnership 
in concrete and specific terms. 
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Organizing collaborative interorganizational partnerships between 
schools and industry raises difficult issues. Descriptive research on 
the nature and process of organization in these partnerships is almost 
non-existent. If collaborative interorganizational partnerships are to 
continue to be encouraged, the omissions in the literature become sig¬ 
nificant. It appears critical that studies be initiated that systema¬ 
tically describe and analyze what is happening in these partnerships. 
Such descriptive research focused on "what is going on here and why" 
appear prerequisite to continued speculation about the need for partner¬ 
ship organizations and the best way to organize them. There is a 
significant need to add substance and depth to the literature that 
documents the development of industry-education partnerships. 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to conduct an in-depth descriptive 
analysis of the nature and process of organization in a collaborative 
industry-education partnership. An intensive case study was conducted 
in a single industry-education partnership. The intensive case study 
approach was selected as the researcher felt that the nature of the 
questions being posed in the study demanded a significant period of time 
with a partnership in order to adequately address them. The extended 
time necessary was the critical factor in limiting the research efforts 
to a single case study. 
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The following research questions were addressed: 
(1) What consensus about identity and purpose characterizes the 
organization? 
(2) How does this organization operate with respect to critical 
elements of collaboration? Specifically, (a) What enabling 
conditions for collaboration are present? (b) How does the 
organization operate with respect to organizational processes 
of communication, leadership, decision-making, and conflict 
management? 
Signficance of the Study 
This study is important for several reasons. Firstly, as mentioned 
previously there is a great need for more substantive research on the 
relatively new phenomenon of collaboratively organized industry- 
education partnerships. Research conducted on this topic is limited. 
As interest in developing such partnerships remains high throughout the 
country, it becomes imperative to address the many questions that are 
raised by such developments. 
Secondly, the author has found no other examples of intensive and 
in-depth studies of partnership organizations. Most previous research 
has focused on the content or programmatic outputs of partnerships 
(Chaffee, 1980; Gold, Fraser, Elsman & Rankin, 1981; Hansen & Schergens, 
1982; McClain & Sockol, 1978; McNett, 1982; Purcell, Alden & Nagle, 
1981; Schilit & Lacey, 1982). The few studies that have been conducted 
focusing on the organization of partnerships have been based on limited 
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interviews often with little to no field based component (Darkenwald, 
1983; George, 1983; Levine, 1983). It seems clear that those interested 
in the development of collaborative relationships between schools and 
business could benefit from a more long-term and field based description 
on the workings of this complex phenomenon. 
Thirdly, there may be a real danger in encouraging the development 
of such collaborative interorganizational relationships. There are sig¬ 
nificant complexities to the formation of interorganizational collabora¬ 
tive partnerships as suggested in the research literature that may be 
overlooked or unclear to those involved in these efforts. As a result 
the attempt to establish such partnerships could result in frustration 
and disillusionment at a local level. On a larger scale, such frustra¬ 
tion may lead to the end of the partnership trend between education and 
industry. 
Delimitations 
As the development of collaborative industry-education partnerships 
is a relatively new phenomenon, the investigator s primary criterion for 
site selection was twofold. Firstly, the researcher sought a partner¬ 
ship that had established itself over some period of time so as not to 
be in the formative stages of organization. It was hoped that by 
selecting a partnership with some history, it would have a solidly de- 
veloped sense of itself as an organization. Yet at the same time that 
history could be explored through archival data and through interviews 
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with organizational members. Secondly, the investigator sought to 
select a partnership that was attempting to organize collaboratively. 
The site selected appeared to meet the above criteria in the 
following ways: 
(1) The partnership effort was moving into its third year of exis¬ 
tence. The continuity of the partnership over time suggested 
that there was some understanding of themselves as an 
"organization." 
(2) The organization was moving from a federal to a totally local 
funding base. Elsman (1981) suggests that this transition is 
probably related to an organization commitment to continuity. 
(3) The organizational name and initial interviews with a key con¬ 
tact suggested to the researcher that the organization was 
attempting to act out its interpretation of a collaboratively 
organized partnership. 
Many other factors undoubtedly influence the development of col¬ 
laborative partnerships. Some of these are: 
-location of the effort with respect to proximity to an industrial 
base 
-the type of local industrial base (i.e., high tech, small busi¬ 
ness) 
—the relative affluence and diversity in the community 
—the status of the local school system in the community 
-the history of prior relationships between the educational and 
private sectors 
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No attempt was made to control for these factors. At this time, infor¬ 
mation is not available as to how these may affect the development of 
industry-education partnerships. However since such information is 
undoubtedly important, the researcher will provide some of this informa¬ 
tion in the analysis of the partnership. 
CHAPTER II 
INDUSTRY-EDUCATION PARTNERSHIPS AND 
INTERORGANIZATIONAL COLLABORATION 
This chapter will review the research relating to collaborative 
industry-education interorganizational partnerships. This chapter is 
-t^bo three sections. The first section provides an overview for 
understanding industry-education partnerships. It is presented under 
the subsections: (a) a brief history of business-education relation¬ 
ships, (b) the emergence of industry-education partnerships, and (c) the 
organization of partnerships. The second section is a discussion of 
some of the interorganizational and organizational research relating to 
the development of industry-education partnerships. The third section 
reviews some of the literature on collaboration and its implications for 
partnership development. 
Section One: Industry-Education Partnerships 
A Brief History of Business-Education Relationships 
The policy of providing access to free public education has been 
supported in general by a consensus of Americans since the turn of the 
century. However during periods of basic demographic, economic, or 
political change, educational institutions have often had to mobilize 
and remobilize various constituencies in support of public education. 
At several points in history, joining educational institutions actively 
with the constituency of industry/business has been of focal interest. 
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The broadest theme which accompanies these efforts has generally been in 
better preparing youth for adult work. There is a more extensive his¬ 
tory of involvement between business and higher education, however, the 
focus of this paper is on the relationship between business and primary/ 
secondary education and the following discussion will reflect that. 
The first major effort which joined education and industry in an 
active coalition was in 1917 with the passage of the Smith-Hughes Act. 
This was the first piece of vocational education legislation and its 
passage was in large part due to the active support of the business con- 
stituency as well as others which included labor groups, women*s groups, 
and black leaders. The concerns that fostered this broad coalition were 
about the preparation of youth for an increasingly technological work¬ 
place and for America* s ability to compete in world markets. The legis¬ 
lation created vocational education opportunities for youth and opportu¬ 
nities for vocational guidance counseling in schools (Barlow, 1976; 
Paul & Carlos, 1981). The cooperative education movement also came to 
life about this time carried forward by much of the same momentum 
(Archambault, 1964). Cooperative education stressed the need for stu¬ 
dents to have opportunities during their school years to work in commun¬ 
ity settings. It also stressed the need for educational institutions to 
rely on community participation in providing meaningful experiences for 
youth. 
The next major period of sustained coalition building with industry 
was prompted by the launching of Sputnik in 1957. Again, technological 
innovation and foreign competition were perceived external factors which 
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stimulated a convergence of interests between the sectors. A series of 
important pieces of legislation were passed as a result of cooperation 
and lobbying by educational and business interests. Legislation emerg¬ 
ing from these efforts were: the National Defense Education Act of 
1958, the Vocational Education Act of 1963, the Elementary and Secondary 
Act of 1965, and the Higher Education Act of 1965. A period of sus¬ 
tained concern for the status of technological and basic skills was a 
hallmark of this period (Gold, Jung & Bushnell, 1982). 
Education and industrial associations worked actively in support of 
this legislation. It was this cycle of legislation, particularly the 
amendments of 1968 to the Vocational Education Act, that established a 
new link between education and industry. These amendments initiated the 
policy of active involvement of the private sector in educational plan¬ 
ning, program development, and evaluation. This involvement was accom¬ 
plished via advisory councils at local, state, and national levels 
(Barlow, 1976; Callahan, 1962). In addition, other attempts to create 
sustained links between education and industry emerged. Many of the 
industrial associations active in supporting the educational legislation 
of this period created education departments in their own organizations. 
Additionally, new cooperative organizations were formed such as the 
National Association for Industry-Education Cooperation (NAIEC), founded 
in 1964, to insure that a sustained catalyst for the articulation of 
common interests between education and business was in place (NAIEC 
Handbook, 1983). 
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Business and education continued to have federally mandated or 
funded relationships during the 1970s through the vocational education 
advisory councils mentioned above, through the passage of the Comprehen¬ 
sive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) and its amendment of 
1978, and through work-education councils. CETA mandated the creation 
of Private Industry Councils (PICs), composed of a majority of business 
representatives, to develop progress in conjunction with educational 
organizations in order to receive CETA funding. Work-education councils 
were the result of a federally funded project in the late 1970s. These 
councils grew out of the work of Willard Wirtz and the National Manpower 
Institute. Wirtz, in his book The Boundless Resource (1975), developed 
the idea of local community councils to address school to work transi¬ 
tion issues. Although federal seed money was provided for the operation 
of the councils, their agendas were not tied to federal approval. 
Although it is obvious that business and education continued to 
have an active relationship through the 1970s, the degree of enthusiasm 
for that relationship was minimal. All of the relationships were con¬ 
tingent on a federal mandate. Even though the work-education councils 
were presumably designed to create a locally autonomous structure, many 
of these councils ceased to exist when federal funding of the program 
was discontinued in 1980 (Gold, Fraser, Elsman & Rank, 1981). 
The Emergence of Industry-Education Partnerships 
The perceived external factors which have stimulated this latest 
cycle of attraction between industry and education are again technologi 
cal innovation and foreign competition. But the current political, 
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economic and social climate of the 1980s has produced some variations on 
a theme. Politically, governmental support for education in the form of 
resources has diminished considerably. The passage of Proposition 2-1/2 
in Massachusetts has dramatically affected public school budgets and 
programs (Bell, 1982). This, coupled with the declining public school 
enrollment, has forced a near crisis for educational institutions in 
securing other avenues of financial support. Business and industry are 
a logical local constituency to which education has turned (Journal of 
Community Action, 1982). 
Secondly, there is no end to the literature that suggests that 
socially we are in a state of transition from an industrial base to an 
information based society (Botkin et al., 1982; Naisbitt, 1982; Simmons, 
1982; Wirtz, 1975). This transition places education at the heart of 
our social system. It is a major thesis of current social observers 
that education and training are the critical factors necessary for 
effective functioning in a fast-moving, knowledge-sensitive society. We 
have presumably become a society of lifelong learners. This emphasis on 
lifelong learning is related to critical shifts in our definitions of 
education. 
Education is no longer primarily the business of schools. Clearly 
a large, complex educational and training system has developed in which 
schools are but one component. There is ample evidence for this in the 
proliferation of local educational cable TV and the growth of alterna¬ 
tive adult education organizations. There is perhaps more striking 
evidence in the billions of dollars business and industry spend on 
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corporate education (Loughran & Reed, 1984). This dispersal of educa¬ 
tional functions more widely throughout the society lends itself to the 
creation of a situation where effective interinstitutional linkages 
between these sectors becomes critical. Although the core educational 
mission of schools and business remains different in some respects, it 
becomes increasingly important that sectors cooperate in order to 
accomplish the broader mission of education from youth through adult¬ 
hood. Business does not want to do remedial work for the schools 
(National Alliance of Business, 1982; Levine, 1983). The schools do not 
wish to provide education oriented solely to the achievement of economic 
goals (Nash & Ducharme, 1983). Education has become such a complex and 
important affair, however, that working through a cooperative relation¬ 
ship becomes a critically needed response. 
It is this climate of the 80s that has spawned the current emer¬ 
gence of industry-education partnerships—the need for educational 
institutions to remobilize the base of an activly supportive business 
constituency for survival purposes and the need for multi-sector plan¬ 
ning, particularly between schools and business, with respect to provid¬ 
ing effective responses to the changing educational needs of the popula¬ 
tion. The issue of youth to work transition takes on more significance 
in the "Information Age" and requires a broader and more coordinated 
effort. The current period of attraction between business and schools 
may or may not be different than previous periods because of these 
factors. However there are some differences in the types of 
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relationships being developed between schools and business that do dis¬ 
tinguish it from previous efforts. 
Previous school-business relationships were, as discussed earlier, 
focused heavily around joint influencing of federal and state legisla¬ 
tion about education. It was not until the 70s that the idea of busi¬ 
ness involvement in educational planning in a sustained way was put 
forth. That idea caught on in a very limited way via advisory councils. 
However the bulk of business involvement through advisory councils dealt 
with providing feedback about educational planning to vocational educa¬ 
tors about vocational/occupational education type programs and had 
minimal impact on the total school program. 
The current development of industry-education relationships or 
partnerships is demonstrating some fairly significant new trends: 
(1) The schools are looking for active business support of public 
education in the broadest sense, not just support of specific programs 
such as vocational or occupational education. Schools are not looking 
for money so much as they are looking for permanent allies. Business is 
looking for sustained influence. As such, there is much talk about how 
to meet long-term business and school self-interest through partner¬ 
ships. Most significantly, the people who are doing the talking in 
large part represent top leadership—superintendents and chief executive 
officers. Partnership programs may be implemented at the line staff 
level, however the initiation of relationships and attention to policy 
development of partnerships is accomplished by key decision makers. 
This is a hallmark of partnerships and is a significant new development 
in business-education relationships (Densmore, 1983; Geiger, 1982; 
Hansen & Schergens, 1982; Partnerships for Excellence Report, 1983; 
School Leader, 1982). 
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(2) The advisory councils of the 70s did not involve business in 
educational decision making in a significant way. The partnership idea 
actively engages business in the co-creation and planning of programs. 
And partnerships are creating vehicles through which to do this. They 
are creating ongoing linkages that range from non-profit corporations 
composed of school and business people to matching an individual school 
with an individual corporation and designating a liaison from each to 
design activities. The most significant change for business-education 
relationships is that partnerships are creating permanent voluntary 
linkages or vehicles designed to elicit much more active educational 
involvement than in the past (Chaffee, 1980; Densmore, 1983; Elsman, 
1981; Prager, 1980; Peirce, 1982). 
(3) Lastly, partnerships are engaging in educational planning for 
the total school population. The issue of youth to work transition 
which is the raison d'etre behind most partnership development is not a 
limited concept that applies only to those going directly into the work¬ 
force upon high school graduation. Rather youth to work transition now 
includes preparing every youth in the school system for next steps. The 
"Information Age" emphasis on lifelong learning has placed acquiring 
skills in computer literacy, critical thinking, and career awareness 
planning and decision making as critical to each child’s education. 
These are areas where business can offer important input to the schools. 
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This is significant change for business-education relationships in that 
previously business was only involved with a small percentage of the 
student population in a programmatic way. Partnership programs influ¬ 
ence the entire spectrum of the student population and often the teach¬ 
ing and administrative staffs of schools as well (Greene & Marchesani, 
1983; McClain & Sockol, 1978; McNett, 1982; Schilit & Lacey, 1982). 
These three trends represent the most significant ways in which 
partnerships vary from past business-education relationships. In sum¬ 
mary, they represent an expansion—an expansion of the school and busi¬ 
ness people involved in the relationships to include top leadership, an 
expansion of the degree of involvement schools and business have with 
each other via the design of permanent voluntary linkages to accomplish 
this, and an expansion of the populations reached via school-business 
relationships to include everyone within the schools. These trends may 
or may not be significant for more permanence in business-education 
relationships. 
The Organization of Partnerships 
Of special significance to this research are the ways that partner¬ 
ships are being organized. The literature suggests that they are being 
organized in a variety of ways but a common attempt is being made to put 
some sort of long-term linkage in place. Several models of partnership 
organization may serve to demonstrate this point. 
A particularly popular model of organizing partnerships is one 
called the Adopt-A-School model or school-business pairing. In its most 
simple form a school-business pairing is an agreement between one school 
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and one or several corporations to enter into a sustained reciprocal 
relationship. Usually one person is designated from each organization 
to coordinate and plan on an ongoing basis the types of activities the 
pairing will implement (Hansen & Schergens, 1982; School Leader. 1983; 
Saul, 1982). 
The creation of third party brokering organizations represents an¬ 
other variety of partnership structure. In this model, schools and 
business agree to create a third organization that reports to them but 
utilizes staff outside the schools and the business. This organization 
then becomes responsible for doing the work of planning and coordinating 
activities between the member organizations (Fraser, Gold, Rankin, 
Rudick & Ward, 1981; McClain & Sockol, 1978). 
Finally, a partnership linkage type that has received much atten¬ 
tion in the current literature is the creation of the collaborative 
group or council composed of schools and business people. In this 
model, key representatives of schools and business meet regularly to 
collaborate on the design and implementation of partnership activities. 
They, in effect, represent a "new" organization, but they maintain 
membership in their original organizations. The literature that sup¬ 
ports this linkage type argues that the degree of creativity needed to 
solve complicated school to work transition issues cannot be generated 
through single individuals coordinating efforts between schools and 
business. It further argues that creating an effective and comprehen¬ 
sive educational and training system from youth through adulthood 
requires a level of communication that can only be accomplished through 
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ongoing contact between key representatives from those sectors (Elsman, 
1981; Gold, Jung & Bushnell, 1982; Greene & Marchesani, 1983; Prager, 
1982). Although all of these partnerships represent forms of inter- 
organizational linkage, it is this latter linkage type of collaboration 
that frames the rest of the review of literature. 
Section Two: Interorganizational and Organizational 
Research Relating to Partnerships 
Two bodies of literature appear particularly important to the 
understanding of the development of interorganizational partnerships. 
The first comes out of the literature on interorganizational relation¬ 
ships. This iterature is not very old and reflects several different 
research traditions that will be briefly explored. The second is a more 
recent emergence of organizational literature which focuses on the more 
cognitive, symbolic, and expressive aspects of organization. 
The interorganizational literature to date can be described as 
representing three major theoretical approaches. These are: power/ 
dependency theory, general systems theory, and exchange theory. Some 
additional theoretical approaches are emerging, particularly an inter¬ 
pretive approach, which have significance for this review. Although 
all these theoretical approaches will be briefly reviewed, interpretive 
approaches are most germane to this research for several reasons. As 
Loughran & Reed (1984) have pointed out, researchers implicitly or ex¬ 
plicitly bring into their analysis assumptions about which level of 
focus is most fundamental for explaining interorganizational relation- 
five tiered typology of levels for ships. They present a 
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interorganizational research as follows: (1) the individual, (2) the 
member organizations, (3) the interorganizational relationship, (4) the 
field or domain, and (5) the society. Although in a general way, all 
the interorganizational research is focused at the field level, in more 
specific ways, the various research approaches emphasize specific 
levels. The research focus of this dissertation is primarily at the 
level of the interorganizational relationship or that aspect of the 
interorganizational relationship that is embodied in the new linkage or 
entity created through collaboration and its subsequent internal pro¬ 
cesses. None of the research traditions have emphasized this level of 
focus and the interpretive approach appears to be highly useful for 
doing so. As mentioned before, that linkage or new organization will 
likely have little in the way of the typical organizational trappings 
and will exist only insofar as the notion of itself as an "organization" 
is created and sustained. As such, focusing on the more cognitive and 
perceptual aspects of organization seems paramount for describing this 
as well as for describing the intraorganizational elements of organiza¬ 
tional processes. 
The power/dependency theory is embodied principally in the work of 
Karpik (1978) and Benson (1975, 1982). They critique the work of other 
interorganizational theorists for attempting to decontextualize the 
interorganizational analysis. They point out the need for interorgani¬ 
zational analysis at the macro levels of society so that the deeper 
economic, political, and power structures in which interorganizational 
relationships are embedded will be apparent. The decontextualization of 
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most interorganizational research creates a situation where the underly¬ 
ing conflictual forces such as class conflict can be ignored and the 
subsequent focus of interorganizational analysis remains at the level of 
more palatable problems such as resource blockage and duplication of 
services. 
Interorganizational analysis out of the traditions of general sys¬ 
tems theory focuses more at the field level of research. Researchers 
such as Emery and Trist (1965) and Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) analyze 
the relationship of focal organizations to the changing environment in 
which they are embedded. Interorganizational relationships are seen as 
attempts to adapt to a fluid social reality and interorganizational 
research in this tradition traces and looks at factors both in the 
organization and in the environment which relate to that adaptation 
process. The environment is conceptualized with some degree of abstrac¬ 
tion such as "placid, randomized" or "disturbed-reactive." But the 
analysis of the environment is not at the level of the sociopolitical 
analysis suggested by Benson (1982). General systems theorists attempt 
to identify patterns which govern the interdependent relationship of 
organization and field (Hall, Clark, Giordano, Johnson & Roekel, 1977). 
The bulk of interorganizational research comes out of the tradition 
of exchange theory. In this approach, interorganizational relationships 
are explained from the perspective of a cost-benefit analysis at the 
individual organization level (Levine & White, 1967; Mulford & Rogers, 
1982; Whetten, 1981). Interorganizational relationships stem from the 
same forces which predict the movement of a marketplace economy. A 
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single organization is not able to do everything so interdependent rela¬ 
tionships of varying degrees of intensity are sought by players in the 
marketplace so as to compensate for resource scarcity. Much of the 
interorganizational research out of this tradition focuses on the con¬ 
textual factors in the environment at the organizational level related 
to forming interorganizational relationships. Examples of such contex¬ 
tual factors are the degree of communication between organizations, the 
internal structure of participating organizations, and the amount of 
exchange resources held by participating organizations (Aiken & Hage, 
1968; Mulford & Klonglan, 1981; Schmidt & Kochan, 1977). Some of the 
interorganizational research out of this tradition also focuses on the 
perceptual factors critical to interorganizational relationships. 
Whetten's (1981) review of the antecedents of interorganizational coor¬ 
dination suggests that four out of the five conditions which must be met 
before organizations decide to engage in a voluntary interorganizational 
relationship are perceptual. Examples of necessary perceptual condi¬ 
tions are a positive attitude toward coordination and recognition of 
partial interdependence. 
Out of this pocket of exchange theory and from the other perspec¬ 
tives a literature is emerging that emphasizes the more cognitive 
aspects of interorganizational research. Hines' (1977) structural 
analysis of the future sociocultural system suggests that huge non- 
bureaucratic segmented networks will continue to emerge as the dominant 
mode through which people will organize to achieve social change. How¬ 
ever she emphasizes that the most significant aspect of these coming 
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structural changes at the macro levels of society is the central inte¬ 
grating ideological bond. There are deep shared commitments to a few 
basic principles yet enough conflicting variation to keep segments in 
su^ficient opposition so as to prevent centralization in any one seg¬ 
ment. The power of the unifying ideology, however, is the key to under¬ 
standing the nature of interorganizational relationships in her future 
vision. 
Halpert (1980) and Ransom (1980) have stressed the importance of 
interpretive variables in the decision to engage in interorganizational 
coordination and in the process of enacting interorganizational coordi¬ 
nation. This literature forms the core of an analysis which suggests 
that research approaches must address the interpretive aspect of the 
interorganizational relationship and the interface between interpretive 
and contextual variables affecting interorganizational relationships. 
Contextual variables in their analysis are similar to those generated 
through research from the more traditional exchange theory approach. 
Halpert suggests along with Ransom and Silverman (1971) that the exist¬ 
ing normative order or established meaning system within an organization 
is interpretive in nature and is the result of constant negotiations of 
organizational members. Interorganizational coordination is a disrup¬ 
tive event that brings into question these existing meaning systems and 
thus necessitates renegotiation of those within an organization if 
interorganizational coordination is to occur. Negotiations are facili¬ 
tated or inhibited by existent contextual conditions within the organi¬ 
zations themselves such as size, technology, boundary permeability, 
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complexity and standardization. It is the stress on understanding these 
shifting interpretive schemes within participating organizations, how¬ 
ever, which is new to interorganizational analysis. 
Most of the research from this perspective focuses on interpretive 
schemes which influence the decision to engage in an interorganizational 
relationship. Examples of antecedent interpretive conditions that 
facilitate interorganizational relationships are: 
(1) perception by organizational leaders that organizations have 
similar interests (Schermerhorn, 1975) 
(2) equality in social status (Hall et al., 1977) 
(3) perceived common professional ethics and ideology (Benson, 
1975) 
(4) perception of reward for group-centered endeavors (Akinbode & 
Clark, 1976) 
(5) belief by organizational leaders that each organization will 
maintain the integrity of its paradigm (Benson, 1975) 
Examples of interpretive factors which inhibit interorganizational 
coordination are: 
(1) other organization is perceived as a threat (Schmidt & Kochan 
1977) 
(2) perceived loss of prestige through participating in inter¬ 
organizational relationship (Levine & White, 1961) 
(3) perceived disparity in internal functioning of other organi¬ 
zation (Benson, 1975) 
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Some emphasis is placed on the internal shifts necessary within 
each organization once it is engaged in an interorganizational relation¬ 
ship. As mentioned before, interorganizational coordination causes dis¬ 
ruption to the organization’s existing meaning system and requires some 
renegotiation of that. Halpert (1982) suggests that such renegotiation 
requires reorganization of such internal organizational elements as 
(1) training, (2) role definition, and (3) extra-role behavior rewards. 
Schermerhorn (1975) found that creating a climate of openness and bound¬ 
ary permeability within each organization facilitated the cognitive 
shifts necessary to creating an interorganizational relationship. 
More recent work from a systems perspective (Trist, 1983; Brown, 
1980) has begun to emphasize the importance of cognitive factors at the 
interface of interorganizational collaboration. As Trist (1983) says, 
"It is important to realize that domains are cognitive as well as 
organizational structures else one can too easily fall into the trap of 
thinking of them as objectively given, quasipermanent fixtures in the 
social fabric, rather than as ways we have chosen to construe various 
facets of it" (p. 273). Recent work by Cummings (1980), Gricar (1983), 
and Gricar & Hay (1983) emphasize the importance of matching existing 
meaning systems to attempts at interorganizational collaboration. How¬ 
ever the research focus in these analyses is still principally at the 
level of the member organization or at the field. There is little which 
emphasizes the interpretive aspects of the developing entity or linkage 
created through the collaboration of multiple organizations. An inter 
pretive analysis of this requires a perspective which emphasizes the 
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mtra organizational aspects of the interorganizational group. A focus 
on cognitive factors at this level is essential to a study of inter¬ 
organizational relationships which seeks to describe the nature process 
of the created linkage. 
For more insight into this aspect of interorganizational research 
it is necessary to look at the recent body of organizational literature 
which focuses on the cognitive, symbolic or expressive aspects of 
organization. This literature stresses the importance of the ideas 
people have about themselves and how to work together (Argyris & Schon, 
1978; Bougon, Weick & Binkhorst, 1977; Srivastava & Mitroff, 1983; 
Wacker, 1981; Weick, 1977, 1979). Of particular relevance to this study 
is the literature which suggests the importance of the development of a 
shared organizational identity and culture (Brown, 1978; Litterer & 
Young, 1983; Pfeffer, 1981; Smircich, 1973). These theorists suggest 
that this consciously or unconsciously developed consensus around iden¬ 
tity is central to organizational maintenance. It may be broad enough 
to tolerate varying subunit interpretations as suggested by Gregory 
(1983) and Smircich (1981). However too much dissimilarity in these 
areas may result in a dysfunctional organization (Litterer & Young, 
1983; Pfeffer, 1981). This is particularly significant for voluntary 
interorganizational relationships that may be held together by little 
other than perceptual commonalities. 
The research from this approach focuses on the processes and pat¬ 
terns of relationships through which organizational members enact and 
sustain this sense of organizational reality (Morgan & Smircich, 1982; 
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Smith & Simmons, 1983). Attention is paid to the understanding indi¬ 
viduals attribute to a particular organizational context as well as the 
language, ritual, and other symbolic forms which characterize that con¬ 
text. The analysis of patterns of relationship which sustain a central 
system of organizational meanings is key in understanding the manner in 
which organizational reality is negotiated and renegotiated. From this 
approach each organization is described as a unique entity within a 
unique context. However analysis at this level may provide significant 
insight into the nature of a given subset of social reality. This 
research provides the foundation for studies which seek to analyze the 
processual texture of an interorganizational relationship. 
In summary, interorganizational literature and recent organization¬ 
al literature which suggests an emphasis on the cognitive and symbolic 
aspects of organization appear especially important to the description 
of an interorganizational school-business partnership. Analysis of a 
partnership linkage from the perspective of shared understandings and 
patterns of enacted relationships seems most appropriate for a study 
which seeks to explore the nature and process of a single interorganiza¬ 
tional relationship. 
Section Three: Collaboration and Partnerships 
As mentioned previously, partnerships are organized in a variety of 
ways. However much of the industry-education literature does encourage 
the development of collaboratively organized partnerships. Specifically 
what that means with respect to how interorganizational partnerships are 
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enacted is an important question. But it is important before pursuing 
that question to focus on the broader question of what the literature 
says about collaboration in general with respect to organizing. 
There is no organizational form that can categorically be described 
as a collaboration. Collaboration is a concept that has often been used 
synonymously with a number of other concepts such as networking, coordi¬ 
nation, and cooperation and this interchangeable usage has caused much 
confusion. There is some convergence in the literature around clusters 
of organizing dimensions which distinguish collaboration from these 
other organizing concepts. These distinctions are critical to an under¬ 
standing of what it means to organize collaboratively. 
The concept of collaboration describes a type of interaction among 
individuals, groups, or organizations. A constellation of associated 
organizing dimensions places modes of organizing on a continuum from 
more to less collaborative. These organizing dimensions include: 
(1) underlying assumptions brought to the interaction, (2) the tasks and 
purposes of the interaction, (3) the enabling environmental conditions 
which characterize the interaction, and (A) the ways people interact or 
the processes within the interaction (Appley & Winder, 1977; Barnes, 
1983; Herbst, 1976; Kraus, 1980; Loughran, 1981; Torbert, 1982). As 
school-business partnerships are a form of interorganizationl relation¬ 
ship, the researcher will discuss the collaborative literature from that 
perspective. However, collaboration always involves individuals even if 
they are representing organizations. 
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Several typologies exist which help to clarify the idea of a con¬ 
tinuum of organizational forms, or in this case interorganizational 
forms, which are based on clusters of interrelated organizing dimensions 
(Aiken & Hage, 1968; Mulford & Rogers, 1982; Loughran, 1983). These 
typologies are not in total convergence around the names attributed to 
the various organizational interactions. For example the typology of 
Davidson (1976) describes only cooperation and coordination as the pos¬ 
sible forms of interorganizational interaction. However the interorgan¬ 
izational typologies are in agreement about the need for match among 
several organizing dimensions in order to achieve a successful inter¬ 
organizational relationship. For purposes of explanation, the typology 
of Loughran (1983) may prove most useful as it explicitly identifies the 
conditions relating to a collaborative interorganizational relationship. 
She identifies three types of interaction which are progressively 
more intense. These three types are seen as points along a continuum 
which unidimensionally could be pictured as the following: 
-9 0-0- 
Networking Coordination Collaboration 
Based on the literature, Loughran and others (Barnes & Reed, 1984) have 
further asserted that each of the three interorganizational relation¬ 
ships can be understood along certain critical dimensions, specifically 
enabling conditions, goals and purposes, and processes. Each of these 
dimensions might be characterized as representing a continuum from more 
to less collaborative. Enacting collaboration would require that the 
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interorganizational relationship be at the more collaborative end on 
each of these continua. A graphic illustration of this idea follows: 
Collaboration 
Enabling Conditions <-9-> 
Less Collaborative More Collaborative 
Goals and Purposes -9_> 
Less Collaborative More Collaborative 
Processes <-9_> 
Less Collaborative More Collaborative 
Consequently, an interorganizational relationship which was not 
characterized by match on these dimensions would encounter serious 
trouble. For example, if the appropriate enabling conditions for col¬ 
laboration were not present, collaboration could not be enacted even 
though the organization had appropriate goals and purposes and organiza¬ 
tional processes. 
The unique dimensions of collaboration in the Loughran typology are 
in close agreement to the broader collaborative literature. The charac¬ 
teristics of those dimensions will be briefly reviewed. Again these 
include: (1) underlying assumptions brought to the interaction, 
(2) tasks and purposes of the interaction, (3) the enabling environmen¬ 
tal conditions which characterize the interaction, and (4) the organiza¬ 
tional processes. 
Underlying Assumptions Related to Collaboration 
There is a good deal of literature on collaboration and organi¬ 
zations that argues that individuals with value systems that are 
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characterized by pessimism about the potential of human beings, strong 
beliefs in the concept of individualism, and emphasis on the desirabil¬ 
ity of competition are incompatible with collaboration (Freire, 1970; 
Herbst, 1976; Kraus, 1980; Oliver, 1976; Thayer, 1973). The argument is 
further made that value systems similar to those described above charac¬ 
terize American organizations and culture in general creating a situa¬ 
tion such that unlearning socialization around such values is a key 
component in collaboration. Other writers place less emphasis on under¬ 
lying values and view collaboration more as a situational response to 
the external environment (Gricar & Hay, 1983; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1969; 
Likert & Likert, 1976). In this view certain attitudes or beliefs are 
not as essential to collaboration. Rather a situation exists in which 
individuals can identify a perceived shared problem that is vital enough 
to everyone’s self-interest to assume shared responsibility for solving 
it. 
These two views about collaboration are not necessarily contradic¬ 
tory. Certain individual and organizational value assumptions may in¬ 
deed facilitate collaboration. However the underlying implication is 
that collaboration requires a certain way of seeing the world—a percep¬ 
tual set that may or may not be temporary. Both views contain as a 
common thread the need for a cognitive capacity to recognize and under¬ 
stand interdependence. The relevant point for an understanding of col¬ 
laboration is that underlying cognitive orientations appear important to 
the ability to collaboratively organize. 
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Purposes Related to Collaboration 
There is considerable agreement in the literature that collabora¬ 
tion as a form of organizing is most suited to specific types of prob¬ 
lems or purposes. Firstly, it is most useful for solving complex prob¬ 
lems that are of mutual interest to a set of organizations. The problem 
is not an individual one in that it affects a large number of organiza¬ 
tions and any attempt to solve the problem will have implications for 
all. Mutual goals are set on the basis of the recognition of interde¬ 
pendence or enlightened self-interest (Gricar, 1981; Morgan & Ramirez, 
1983; Schon, 1971). The problem is also very complex and a solution 
will require innovation, creativity, and flexibility and perhaps the 
directing of collective resources. Thus collaboration is appropriate 
when organizations can agree upon shared purposes in confronting complex 
problems. 
Collaboration is also more appropriate when organizational purposes 
involve effecting lasting long term change. Benne and Chin (1969) out¬ 
line three basic types of change: the empirical-rational, the power- 
coercive, and the normative-reeducative. The first two types can be 
powerful change strategies but are imposed externally and tend to be 
effective in the short run. The normative-reeducative approach is based 
on collaboration and mutual problem-solving and has the greatest capa¬ 
city for investing organizational members in the change. A higher 
investment by individuals in the change is related positively to more 
long term effects. 
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Lastly, collaboration is most appropriate for tasks that lend them¬ 
selves to satisfy individul needs at the same time that organizational 
goals are achieved. Because of the intense personal time demands 
required in collaborative forms of organizing, attraction to the social 
setting, enthusiasm for the issue, or a sense that one is engaged in 
meaningful work must be present. The individual must feel as if the 
situation will satisfy her own self-interest as well as the groups' in 
order to collaboratively organize (Oliver, 1976; Loughran, 1981). In 
summary, tasks and purposes related to collaboration include: (1) mu¬ 
tual agreement in solving complex problems, (2) desire for effecting 
long term solutions, and (3) tasks which satisfy both individual and 
group self-interest. 
Enabling Conditions Related to Collaboration 
The framework or conditions in which collaborative efforts take 
place are significant in that these conditions either foster or inhibit 
collaborative organizing. One critical and often overlooked condition 
for collaborative organizing is group size. Even though an interorgani- 
zational collaborative may imply that many people—the employees of all 
the organizations involved—are included in the process, the research 
shows that collaboration requires a small group setting (Ebert & 
Mitchell, 1975; Hare, 1976). The extensive interaction necessary can 
only occur within a relatively stable small group. If larger numbers 
are involved, creating collaborative conditions would necessitate break¬ 
ing large groups down into tightly and horizontally linked small groups. 
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In an interorganizational collaborative, the collaborative group is 
formed of members from the various organizations. The collaborative 
group in effect becomes a new organization but it is composed of people 
who represent multiple systems such as industry and schools and it re¬ 
mains highly influenced by these other systems. One condition critical 
to collaborative functioning is related to the interorganizational col¬ 
laborative's relationship to its larger environment (in this case the 
roultiple businesses and schools). This condition is autonomy. The 
organizations involved must give up some of their power so that the col¬ 
laborative group becomes empowered to take action on its own. Thus the 
parent organizations lose some of their autonomy so that the inter¬ 
organizational collaborative can accomplish its goals (Gricar & Hay, 
1983; Barnes & Reed, 1983). 
Lastly, conditions for collaborative functioning necessitate that 
power must be distributed evenly with the interorganizational collabora¬ 
tive. Members must be seen as legitimate stakeholders in the process, 
each possessing a reasonably equal balance of power. This represents a 
formal recognition of the interdependencies among member organizations. 
This condition is prerequisite to accomplishment of collaborative goals. 
In summary, three conditions are highly relevant to collaborative organ¬ 
izing. These are: (1) the size of the group, (2) the degree of auton¬ 
omy the collaborative group has relative to parent organizations, and 
(3) the relative equity of power distribution within the collaborative 
group. 
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Collaborative Processes 
Although much has been written about processes related to collabo¬ 
ration, this discussion will focus briefly on four components that 
appear most frequently in the literature. These are communication/par¬ 
ticipation, leadership, decision making, and conflict management. 
According to Loughran (1981), general characteristics of all the day to 
day processes of collaborative organizations are that they must be 
simultaneously productive and sensitive to meeting individual needs. 
The general implication of this point is that collaborative organiza¬ 
tions are ones in which very careful attention will be paid to internal 
processes. 
It is difficult to separate process variables clearly from one an¬ 
other as they are all intermixed but there are aspects of how and to 
what degree members communicate in groups that are significant for col¬ 
laboration. An important component of communication in collaboration is 
frequent checking out of the accuracy of messages sent and received in 
the group (Barnes, 1983). Other critical elements are related to who 
communicates to whom and how often. Communication is a collaborative 
group should reflect a decentralized pattern where information is routed 
through the whole group and shared by all. Lastly, the degree of inter¬ 
dependence or the degree to which people are in contact with each other 
is significant. A high degree of interdependent communication is neces¬ 
sary to collaboration (Appley & Winder, 1977; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1969). 
The style of leadership chosen relative to authority, control, and 
power is of central importance to collaborative functioning. Certainly 
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the collaborative group may have an identified leader. However the end 
direction in collaborative functioning is to empower the total group to 
share leadership functions. Although an individual may be key in 
orchestrating group movement, the group shares responsibility in highly 
ferentiated leadership tasks ranging from setting its own agenda to 
planning how that agenda will be accomplished (Barnes, 1983; Kraus, 
1980; Torbert, 1976). 
Decision making and problem solving processes are similar and often 
confused in the literature. Rather than spend an inordinate amount of 
time separating the two, decision making is this section will refer to 
how the power in the group is mobilized to make the choices necessary 
for goal accomplishment and to how those choices are implemented. One 
important aspect of decision making in a collaborative group is that it 
needs to be a highly conscious process. Group members need to be aware 
of the numerous small decisions that are made about how they work to¬ 
gether such as who starts the meetings, etc. as well as the big goal 
oriented decisions. A collaborative organization will use a range of 
decision making styles to fit particular problems (Ingalls, 1976; 
Vroom & Yetton, 1975). In addition to using a range of decision making 
styles in a fairly conscious manner, two other characteristics should 
emerge: (1) a significant amount of time will be spent enlisting input 
in the problem definition and problem solution phases and (2) consensus 
decision making will be used most often around significant decisions. 
Finally, responsibility for goal accomplishment should be fairly evenly 
distributed in a collaborative group (Loughran, 1981). 
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A high level of conflict is characteristic of a healthy collabora¬ 
tive group as exploration of various alternatives is basic to a creative 
process and collaboration involves an intense level of interaction 
(Hall, 1975; Likert & Likert, 1976; Torbert, 1976). As such it is im¬ 
portant that a collaborative group understand the need for conflict and 
attain some level of comfort with its occurrence. Further, developing 
explicit and constructive methods of managing conflict is essential to 
collaboration. Nadler, Hackman & Lawler (1979) assert that constructive 
styles of confronting conflict require strategies capable of helping all 
parties gain from the experience. Conflicts should not be managed from 
a competitive orientation which requires one side to lose. Rather 
collaborative conflict management requires working through to an inte¬ 
gration of various perspectives. 
The brief review in the preceding pages outlined a number of fac¬ 
tors which can identify organizations on a continuum from more to less 
collaborative. This understanding is central to sorting out the various 
interchangeable uses of the concept of collaboration with other organiz¬ 
ing concepts. Collaboration does have identifiable parameters with 
respect to how groups are organized. 
Industry-Education Collaborative Partnerships 
Much has been written recently about the need to organize collabo¬ 
rative industry-education partnerships. This literature reflects the 
same confusion about the concept of collaboration as does the more 
general literature on the topic. Some of the reports are descriptive, 
detailing the activities of collaborative partnerships. Many of the 
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accounts are prescriptive, outlining the desirability of collaborative 
organizational forms. It is clear from reading these various reports 
that the uses of "collaboration" range from simply naming the groups 
that are working together (i.e., the Boston Collaborative) to perhaps 
indicating something more specific about how groups are working to¬ 
gether. It is very unclear exactly what is being encouraged as partner¬ 
ships are urged to organize collaboratively. 
In Education and Work Councils: Progress and Problems (1981), a 
commissioned study on the status of collaborative industry-education 
partnerships, the researchers struggle with the varying definitions 
applied to the concept of collaboration. They conclude that some con¬ 
fusion is intrinsic to the concept of collaboration as they see it as a 
developmental process that "looks different" depending upon where one is 
in that process. However they also contend that an understanding of 
what ultimately distinguished a more collaborative partnership from 
others is central to achieving it. The characteristics they ascribe to 
collaborative partnerships are similar to those described in the preced¬ 
ing section about general collaborative characteristics. However the 
unique organizational form of partnership has led them to place stress 
on a couple of key factors. 
Factors that are stressed in achieving collaboration are cognitive 
orientation and power. With respect to orientation, Prager et al. con¬ 
clude that a certain mental orientation is necessary for collaboration 
as in no other form of organizing. More specifically, they say that 
educators and business people must come to believe in interdependence 
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and in taking shared responsibility at the level of policies and opera¬ 
tional practices of each others’ institutions. This attitude has direct 
implications with respect to power. As each organization involved must 
be prepared to have its own internal policies and practices potentially 
altered as a result of the collaborative efforts, it is imperative that 
attention be focused on the explicit and equitable distribution of 
power. This degree of power sharing and openness to change is necessi¬ 
tated in no other organizational form. Prager et al. point out that 
industry-education partnerships happen in a highly political context and 
this and other factors make the cognitive orientation and power sharing 
critical to collaboration very difficult to actualize. 
In summary, it is highly unlikely that most of the writers urging 
collaborative industry-education partnerships are as clear as Prager et 
al. in their understanding of what that means for how partnerships are 
organized. Although some accounts talk about the need for taking 
"shared responsibility for implementing the action agenda" (Elsman, 
1981, p. 9) and cite other characteristics of collaboration, the most 
common usage of the concept in the partnership literature implies little 
more than a vague notion of industry and education working together, as 
evidenced by this quote from Industry-Education Labor Collaboration: 
Policies and Practices in Perspective, "Where these sectors (industry 
and education) work together to solve a problem or set of problems, they 
collaborate" (p. 5). Collaboration in partnership literature currently 
means whatever one wants it to mean. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The need for a clear and appropriate relationship between a 
researcher’s core assumptions and choice of research methods has been 
emphasized by several social scientists (Burell & Morgan, 1979; Morgan, 
1981; Smircich & Morgan, 1982). As such the researcher will briefly de¬ 
scribe the core assumptions which frame this study and its relationship 
to methodological choices. 
The researcher's core assumptions on the subjective-objective onto¬ 
logical continuum are most germane to the selection of methods. The re¬ 
searcher locates herself in a middle ground position on that continuum. 
She believes that there are contextual factors with which human beings 
interact that help us to understand the development of a particular 
organizational relationship. For example enabling conditions for colla¬ 
boration such as size and the allocation of institutional power repre¬ 
sent such contextual factors. The researcher also believes that organi¬ 
zations are fluid social realities that need to be understood as pro¬ 
cesses of negotiation among social actors. As such, attention must be 
paid to the interpretive aspects of organization through the analysis of 
patterns of interaction and the meanings organizational members attri¬ 
bute to those negotiations. 
The researcher believes that these two views are not incompatible 
but represent somewhat different lenses through which to view a particu¬ 
lar reality. Both lenses appear to shed light on the "reality" of the 
organizational situation. The researcher is uncomfortable with having 
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to choose only one way to see things and believes that appropriate 
research means labeling the various lenses in use and recognizing the 
deficiencies inherent in any single way of understanding an organiza¬ 
tion. The author believes that the lenses selected in this study for 
describing the interorganizational relationship are complementary but 
recognizes other critical perspectives are ignored in the choice. 
Given these assumptions and perspectives, the researcher chose 
research methods which were capable of describing organization as an 
enacted process and as embedded in significant contextual variables. 
Qualitative research tools which provide for the organization to be 
studied in a naturalistic setting appeared to be the most compatible. 
Observation of organizational processes as they occur provided the basis 
for analysis of patterns of interaction within the organization. Inter¬ 
views and examination of organizational documents provided the tools to 
explore organization from the perspective of the meaning attributed to 
phenomena by organizational members. All qualitative tools were used to 
document the contextual and historical factors which might influence the 
organization’s development. 
The research questions which guided this study reflect the author’s 
core assumptions. Those questions focused the researcher both on a 
description of some contextual factors presumably related to the devel¬ 
opment of a collaborative organization as well as on a description of 
the enactment of organization in this particular setting. 
A final choice made by the researcher merits explanation. Several 
levels of focus could have been used to explain the development of a 
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collaborative interorganizational relationship. As alluded to in Chap¬ 
ter II, Loughran and Reed (1984) suggest that interorganizational analy¬ 
sis can be at the level of the individual, small group, member organiza¬ 
tion, interorganizational relationship, field, or society. These levels 
of focus all exist simultaneously in ever widening circles of complexity 
in relation to any organization. Explanation and analysis of an organi¬ 
zation’s development can be focused on any one of these levels. Al¬ 
though the researcher believes that a comprehensive understanding of an 
interorganizational collaborative would require analysis at all of these 
levels, she has chosen to focus primarily on the level of the inter¬ 
organizational relationship. Given that this is not a comparative 
study, analysis at the level of the field and society were secondary. 
As the author's aim was to describe the nature and process of a single 
interorganizational relationship in order to provide a more textured 
description of such developments, focus at the level of the intraorgani- 
zational aspects of the interorganizational relationship seemed most 
appropriate. 
Research projects aimed primarily at providing such a textured 
description do not seek to yield generalizable findings about the nature 
of school-business partnerships. However it may provide useful insight 
into their development and serve to provide a base for building substan¬ 
tive theory about such interorganizational relationships. 
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Initial Research Choices 
The Research Site 
The researcher selected as a case study site a collaborative part¬ 
nership organization that had already been in existence for a year and a 
half. This organization was also beginning a transition period In its 
funding base. It had previously been supported primarily by federal 
funding and was now moving to a local funding base. Three factors in 
the above description provided an important rationale in the selection 
of this organization: 
(1) The organization represented itself as a collaborative, thus 
signifying to the researcher that it was attempting to act out 
its interpretation of a collaboratively organized group. Al¬ 
though the name of the organization will be changed in this 
study to retain its anonymity, the organization was named the 
"Audobon Business/Industry/Community/Education Collaborative" 
and was referred to as the Collaborative. 
(2) The continuity of the partnership over time suggested that 
there was some understanding of themselves as an "organiza¬ 
tion." 
(3) Elsman (1981) suggests that the transition of a partnership 
from a federal to a local funding base is probably related to 
more of a feeling of ownership in the organization and greater 
organizational commitment to action. The researcher sought to 
select a collaborative organization that was committed to con¬ 
tinuity and action. 
The Researcher’s Role, Portrayal of the Research 
Purposes and Organizational Entry 
The researcher chose to assume the role of a known but non- 
participating observer in the setting. The purpose of this research 
project was primarily descriptive rather than action-oriented and thus 
formed the rationale for this choice. As suggested by Bodgan and Taylor 
(1975), Lofland (1971), and Burgess (1982), the presentation of the 
research purposes to organizational gatekeepers and other members is 
best kept in vague terms. The researcher initially met the key organi¬ 
zational gatekeeper, the group's coordinator, at a conference on school- 
business partnerships. The researcher was acting in her role as an 
educational consultant for the Massachusetts Department of Education at 
that conference and gained some initial credibility with the gatekeeper. 
The researcher later approached the coordinator saying that she would 
very much like to learn more about her specific partnership organization 
as she was very much interested in collaborative partnerships. The 
author asked initial permission to approach the partnership group with a 
similar request. That permission was granted by the coordinator. 
Over the summer of 1983, the organization moved from a federal to a 
local funding base. This transition necessitated the researcher's 
approaching a second key person for permission to approach the collabo¬ 
rative group. This person was the principal of the local high school as 
the partnership organization was now going to be based in this school. 
Agreement was also given by the principal and the author was invited to 
the first organizational meeting of the year in late October. 
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At the first meeting, the researcher was given a brief opportunity 
to indicate to the group her interest in learning more about their 
partnership organization and requested the opportunity to observe them 
throughout the year. No one objected and follow up forms were mailed to 
each organizational member explaining the research focus in general 
terms and asking permission for possible interviews. 
Initially group members put some pressure on the author to partici¬ 
pate in meetings as she was seen as having expertise in the area of 
partnerships. She responded by reaffirming her desire to observe only 
and that wish was respected by group members. However an agreement was 
made with the Collaborative’s coordinator to feed back to her on an 
individual basis an initial analysis of the data at the end of the 
observation period. 
Duration of the Research Project 
Patton (1980) has said that the length of time for data gathering 
in a field study should follow from the nature of the research ques¬ 
tions. As much of the research focused on the ongoing constructions and 
processes of organizational members, a significant period of time was 
needed. The partnership organization followed a calendar closely re¬ 
lated to a public school calendar. As administrative activities occu¬ 
pied most of September, the partnership did not officially get underway 
until late October. The researcher began observations at the first 
meeting and continued to observe the organization as it moved through 
its yearly agenda until the final meeting in May. 
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Sampling 
The partnership organization contained thirty-six representatives 
from the school system, various businesses, and other community sectors 
such as community college representatives. The total organization was 
the focus of the study however sampling played a role in limiting the 
number of interviews to be conducted in the study. Honigman (1982) 
speaks of sampling as deliberate or opportunistic and indicates that 
good qualitative research includes both. Deliberate sampling is limited 
to the selection of preidentified typical or representative units. 
Opportunistic sampling utilizes opportune social contacts or emergent 
chains of potentially significant people as providers of information. 
Both of these kinds of sampling were included in this study. The 
author sought to deliberately select for interviewing the persons in key 
leadership roles in the partnership. She also decided to interview a 
fairly even number of business and school representatives. The final 
choice of those representatives was based on several emergent factors. 
Firstly, it became clear that only a small portion of the total Collabo¬ 
rative membership regularly attended meetings. The researcher decided 
that selection of business interviewees would be made on the basis of 
people she perceived through observation as core Collaborative members. 
Criteria for defining core members were regular meeting attendance or 
some other demonstration of significant leadership in accomplishing 
group goals. The researcher selected six core business representatives 
and then cross-checked her list with the Collaborative’s coordinator. 
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The coordinator listed all the persons on the researcher's list when 
asked to name core business members. 
Seven school representatives were interviewed. Deliberate choices 
were made to include a representative from all of the subsystems in¬ 
volved in the group. These were teachers, principals, and administra¬ 
tors. Other factors guiding selection were those of perceived interest 
as judged on the basis of meeting attendance. 
Sensitizing Concepts and the Use of Qualitative Tools 
Sensitizing Concepts 
The implementing questions in the purpose section of Chapter I con¬ 
tained variables that became the sensitizing concepts (Patton, 1980) for 
this study. These concepts included: (1) the identity and purpose of 
the organization, (2) the enabling conditions for collaboration, and 
(3) the organizational processes of decision making, leadership/author¬ 
ity relations, conflict management, and member involvement. These are 
further elaborated in Appendix A. Sensitizing concepts provide lenses 
for focusing the research efforts. They provided the frame for choosing 
what to pay attention to among all the data available at any other time. 
Sensitizing concepts did not signify rigid categories however. The 
story of the particular organization as it unfolded was paramount and 
the process categories outlined in the sensitizing concepts were a way 
of initially understanding the organizational patterns that emerged. 
Sensitizing concepts, however, helped organize the researcher's initial 
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observations and keep her focused at the level of the intraorganization- 
al interaction. 
Participant Observation 
Observation was an important tool in data gathering. The focus of 
the study was the interorganizational linkage. This group met approxi¬ 
mately every other month as a whole. The researcher observed these 
meetings as well as task force meetings of the group’s subunits which 
occurred between the total group meetings. As mentioned above, the 
sensitizing concepts provided initial lenses for determining the focus 
of these observations. An observation guide which provided a more de¬ 
tailed explanation of the initial sensitizing concepts is included in 
Appendix A. This guide provided cues to help the researcher discrimi¬ 
nate among the many possible observable events in the setting. 
Field Notes 
Field notes were kept for each observation period. The researcher 
was able to take notes unobtrusively during meetings. She recorded 
snatches of conversation and dialogue, drew diagrams of seating arrange¬ 
ments, described the setting and the people, and paraphrased what was 
happening during the session. As quickly as possible after each meet 
ing, she reconstructed the entire session based on the notes in the 
field notebook and wrote a complete report of the meeting. The recon¬ 
struction was done according to the chronological flow of the meeting. 
During the rewriting, the observer would note her own reactions and 
reflections about the sessions. 
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A process notebook was also kept during the data gathering period. 
The purpose of the notebook was to record the researcher’s impressions 
of how the data gathering phase was proceeding and to record emergent 
methodological choices as they were made. This helped to organize and 
identify potential gaps of information in the ongoing research. 
Interviews 
Interviews were another important tool in the fieldwork. Inter¬ 
views were not conducted until the researcher had spent five months in 
the setting for several important reasons. One was that experienced 
practitioners of qualitative methods (Smircich, 1983; Spradley, 1979; 
Webb, 1970) tell you it’s wise to wait. Another reason was that the 
passage of time allowed some rapport to be built with organizational 
members before probing. Finally, a period of observation more easily 
allowed the researcher to find a common language to employ with partici¬ 
pants in interviews and generated additional questions based on gaps in 
her information. 
The researcher conducted semi-structured interviews with partici¬ 
pants based on the sensitizing concepts. Initial questions to be used 
in the interviews were included in Appendix B. A variation on these 
questions was used as a starting point and specific questions were asked 
of each interviewee about the nature of their work on task forces and 
about other emerging issues. Considerable effort was made to allow the 
interviewee room to shape the interview. The researcher prepared some 
specific questions for interviewees to cross-check perceptions and 
information she had obtained from other sources. All formal interviews 
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were taped except one. In one case, the interviewee declined permission 
but the interviewer was allowed to take notes during the interview. The 
interviews were transcribed almost verbatim. In some cases the re¬ 
searcher paraphrased the interview material when the dialogue appeared 
irrelevant to the partnership organization. 
Additionally, informal interview material was obtained by way of 
occasionally asking questions after meetings. For example, the re¬ 
searcher asked an organizational member in a conversational tone after a 
total group meeting how things were going on their particular task 
force. She also asked people such things as to what extent they knew or 
worked with other organizational members outside of the Collaborative 
meetings. This information was recorded by the researcher in the field 
notebook. 
Documents 
Documents were another souce of data. Documents of "external com¬ 
munication" (Bogdan & Bliken, 1982) such as the policy paper, brochures 
for the internship program, press releases for events, newspaper arti¬ 
cles, and official invitations were collected. These provided valuable 
insight into the "official" positions taken by the group. Additionally, 
internal documents such as meeting minutes, handouts, and worksheets 
were collected. These provided the researcher with varying perspectives 
about "what was happening" in meetings. Copies were obtained of all 
documents and these were dated and filled chronologically with the 
particular meeting they accompanied. Finally, the Collaborative s 
coordinator had kept detailed notebooks of documents including minutes 
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from the first year and a half of the Collaborative’s development. The 
researcher was able to read through these notebooks and record notes 
about the historical development of the Collaborative from this source. 
Fieldwork 
The fieldwork component of the research was oriented to data gath¬ 
ering around the implementing questions outlined in the purpose of the 
study in Chapter I. A discussion of each question follows: 
Question 1: What is the emerging consensus about identity and 
purpose that characterizes the organization? 
Identity and purpose were initially defined here as that construction 
which defines for members the nature of the organization and what it is 
trying to accomplish in the long term. Over the course of the study, 
the researcher’s understanding of identity was altered to include pur¬ 
pose as a subset of identity. Identity was redefined as that construc¬ 
tion which defines for members who the organization is, what it is 
about, and how it functions. In order to address this question, inter¬ 
views were a primary data source. The researcher was concerned with 
hearing organizational members’ perspectives on identity and purpose and 
analyzing to what degree consensus existed in those areas. Documents 
about the organization were examined with respect to official statements 
about identity and purpose. Statements and behaviors made during obser¬ 
vation periods were recorded that alluded to that or were the basis for 
inference about identity and purpose. 
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Question 2: How does the organization operate with respect to 
the critical elements of collaboration? 
a. What enabling conditions for collaboration are 
present? 
b. How does the organization operate with respect 
to the organizational processes of member com¬ 
munication, leadership, decision making, and 
conflict management? 
The central elements under study here are defined as: 
a. Enabling Conditions 
1. Size - The number of people involved in the collaborative 
effort and/or the presence of small groups that are hori¬ 
zontally and tightly linked. 
2. Autonomy - The degree to which members in the interorgan- 
izational collaborative are empowered to act on behalf of 
their parent organizations. 
3. Equitable Distribution of Power - The degree to which 
each representative in the interorganizational group is 
seen as a legitimate stakeholder and to which power is 
evenly distributed within the group. 
b. Organizational Processes 
1. Member communication - The extent, pattern and quality of 
communication among members. 
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2. Leadership - The processes through which one or more in¬ 
dividuals in the group are empowered to take responsibil¬ 
ity for the group’s agenda. 
3. Decision making - The processes including problem solving 
through which a course of action is chosen and imple¬ 
mented. 
4. Conflict management - The processes used to deal with 
conflict in the organization. 
Observations were the key data collection tool for this question. 
Extended observation allowed the researcher to see the organization in 
action relative to each of the elements described above. The researcher 
also used interviews to cross-check some of her own observations. The 
internal documents of the organization such as minutes provided another 
perspective on organizational processes such as how decisions were made. 
Analysis and Interpretation of Data 
Generally data analysis involves the systematic arrangement and 
searching through of the generated data to increase the researcher’s own 
understanding of it and her ability to present it to others (Bogdan & 
Bliken, 1982). The principal task of data analysis was the identifica¬ 
tion and examination of the specific patterns that emerged from the 
observations, interviews, and documents. The sensitizing concepts 
described in the previous section formed the initial focus for data 
gathering, however, other elements which felt important during data col¬ 
lection were added. 
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As suggested by Patton (1980), Bogdan and Taylor (1975) and others, 
data organization refers to both physical and conceptual Issues. Physi¬ 
cally, two copies of reconstructed field notes and Interview sununarles 
were kept. One copy was kept chronologically Intact as a running refer- 
ence with appropriate documents attached. The other copy was available 
for coding and sorting. 
As suggested by Bogdan and Bliken (1982), analysis started while in 
the field. The researcher reviewed field notes, interviews, and process 
notes. Notations were made in the margins of what seemed to be examples 
and references to the sensitizing concepts which served as the initial 
coding categories. This early reviewing was important in identifying 
potential gaps in information, noting other aspect of organization which 
seemed to emerge as important, and paying special attention to these. 
Each observation and interview was reviewed carefully by the re¬ 
searcher and a summary report was prepared for each, sorting the data 
according to the initial sensitizing concets. Each summary report in¬ 
cluded page references to the original text. Additional data that 
appeared important to the researcher was noted in the summary in an 
"other" category. After data collection ended, the researcher created 
master summaries for each of these coding categories from the individual 
summaries and created open files for the additional information from the 
"open" categories. Again all summaries were referenced by page to the 
original text. 
An overarching theme emerged from this process and a review of mas¬ 
ter summaries. The theme seemed to be the heart of the organizational 
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drama witnessed by the researcher during her time there. The researcher 
then rereviewed the transcripts to assess the fit of this theme and to 
locate the specific incidents related to it. Once the theme became 
clarified a set of interactional patterns related to this theme emerged 
from the initial coding categories but in many ways transcended them. 
As Patton (1980) and Lofland (1976) suggested, theme and patterns were 
related in a holistic and interdependent fashion rather than in a linear 
causal analysis. Initial categories were then resorted and adjusted and 
field notes and observations were rereviewed to locate supporting inci¬ 
dents . 
A final judgment was made by the researcher as to the fit of theme 
and patterns to the data using two additional criteria. Firstly, based 
on the researcher’s experience of the setting, this analysis felt as if 
it made the most sense out of what was "going on." Secondly, after data 
collection was completed, the researcher met with the key gatekeeper in 
the setting and fed back some of her analysis. The gatekeeper felt as 
if it reflected her sense of what was "going on" as well. 
The final process was the organization of the findings in such a 
way that the organizational story was told. The organizational story 
was organized around the central theme. Description of context and 
patterns added flesh to the organizational body. The researcher sought 
to tell the story in such a way as to balance description and analysis. 
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Building an Authoritative Study 
Guba and Lincoln (1981) suggest that researchers establish criteria 
for the authoritativeness and trustworthiness of an inquiry using quali¬ 
tative methods. Guba and Lincoln have established criteria for the 
evaluation of a qualitative inquiry that are roughly analogous to the 
criteria most often used to evaluate research designs from what they 
call the rationalistic paradigm. These criteria are: 
(1) Credibility - Establishing confidence (analogous to internal 
validity) in the "truth" of the findings for the respondents. 
(2) Transferability - Establishing enough "thick" description 
(analogous to external validity) about the inquiry context and 
the inquirer to make reasoned judgments about the degree of 
transferability possible. 
(3) Dependability - Stability in the research process (analogous 
to reliability) although taking into account the conscious and 
unpredictable changes in an emergent design. 
(4) Confirmability - Qualitative confirmability of the data 
(analogous to objectivity). 
The researcher can build safeguards into her inquiry based on the 
above criteria to attempt to establish its trustworthiness. Attention 
was paid to establishing the trustworthiness and authoritativeness of 
this study in the following ways: 
(1) Prolonged engagement at the site, persistent observation, 
member checks of data, an interpretation check with the 
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gatekeeper, and triangulation of data sources were means used 
to insure credibility. 
(2) Gathering enough information about the inquiry context was a 
way to provide a basis for judgment about the degree of trans¬ 
ferability. 
(3) Use of multiple methods and the maintenance of a process note¬ 
book were means used to account for the dependability of this 
study. 
(A) Triangulation of sources, detailed examination of the assump¬ 
tions of the researcher, and checking that all findings could 
be traced back to the original data were means used to insure 
confirmability. 
Through attention to these procedures, the researcher provided some 
basis for systematic reflection on the nature and process of a collabo¬ 
rative school-business partnership organization and conducted qualita¬ 
tive research in a manner that warranted credibility. 
CHAPTER IV 
THE AUDOBON COLLABORATIVE: A CASE STUDY 
The purpose of this study was to describe the nature and process of 
organization in a collaborative industry education partnership effort. 
This chapter will present data gathered to answer the initial research 
questions. As a reminder, these questions were: 
(1) What consensus about identity and purpose characterizes the 
partnership organization? 
(2) How does the organization operate with respect to critical 
elements of collaboration? Specifically, (a) What enabling 
conditions for collaboration are present? (b) How does the 
organization operate with respect to organizational processes 
of communication, leadership, decision making, and conflict 
management? 
Although these questions initially oriented the research, they are 
not answered in the following sections in a linear sequence. Rather 
they are answered as they relate to the ongoing drama of the organiza¬ 
tion. Based on the data sources of observation, informal conversation, 
documents, and interviews gathered over a seven month period, a repre¬ 
sentation of the organization was constructed. That representation is 
organized into three sections. The first section provides the reader a 
context for understanding the partnership by describing some of its his¬ 
tory, its makeup, and an analysis of the enabling conditions for collab¬ 
oration as they relate to the organization. The second section presents 
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the central theme and patterns which best describe the nature and pro¬ 
cess of organization in this partnership. The third section draws some 
connections between the partnership's makeup, organization, and opera¬ 
tional style to collaboration. Throughout this section, the capital¬ 
ized Collaborative" will refer to the specific partnership organiza¬ 
tion and the lower case "collaborative" will refer to a particular mode 
of organizing. 
Section One: The Context 
The History of the Collaborative 
The Audobon partnership was initiated in 1982 by a guidance coun¬ 
selor in the Audobon School System. A federally funded career education 
program called Project Demonstrate had begun in Audobon's West Junior 
High School during the 1981-1982 school year. The idea for a collabora¬ 
tive developed from this project as a way of establishing an ongoing 
school-community vehicle to work on career related activities after 
grant funding ended. 
Audobon is a very affluent, mostly white community in the north¬ 
eastern part of Massachusetts. Most of its downtown businesses are 
small retail enterprises. However the high technology boom in that area 
has meant considerable large and small business development adjacent to 
the town. Its public schools have an excellent reputation and Pufftone 
Academy, one of the most prestigious private preparatory schools in the 
state, is also located there. The affluence and the presence of high 
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quality schools attracts many business people to the community even 
though their businesses may be located elsewhere. 
The coordinator of Project Demonstrate sent a letter to local and 
area business people inviting them to a first meeting of the planned 
collaborative in January 1982. Some of the business people invited 
worked in Audobon and others were Audobon residents working in nearby 
towns. The invitation asked business people to attend hour long meet¬ 
ings once a month through May for the following purposes: (1) develop¬ 
ing and coordinating contacts for career resource, (2) developing sites 
for shadowing experiences, and (3) enhancing information exchange be¬ 
tween school and business constituencies so that the world of work would 
be more accurately represented in the schools. Eight to ten business 
representatives and key administrators from the Audobon School System 
attended the first meeting. The group continued to meet for the re¬ 
mainder of the school year and the coordinator of Project Demonstrate, 
Ms. E, assumed the coordinating role for the group. The group became 
known as the Audobon Industry/Business/Community/Education Collabora¬ 
tive. 
The continuation of the Collaborative into the second year was con¬ 
tingent on finding financial support for the coordinator’s position. 
This was accomplished through a second Project Demonstrate grant for the 
1982-1983 school year. Project Demonstrate's second year focus was high 
school youth and the Collaborative focused its activities there as well. 
The coordinator moved from the junior high to the high school facility 
The representation from industry remained in the second year. 
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relatively stable with seven to twelve business representatives attend¬ 
ing meetings and forming a core group of interested participants. 
Grant money was not available for the 1983-1984 school year. The 
school department ultimately funded the coordinator’s position on a 
Part~time basis in order to support the continued existence of the 
Collaborative. The organization operates on a minimal budget with most 
direct costs being absorbed by the school department. At times various 
business people pick up the costs of xeroxing, mailing, printing, etc. 
Structure and Management 
The Collaborative has no formal charter or bylaws although a policy 
statement was approved in the 1983-1984 year. Commitments to the organ¬ 
ization are informal and no dues or membership fees are involved. The 
only clear expectations for members are meeting attendance and involve¬ 
ment on a task force. 
The hour long monthly meetingsin the Collaborative’s first year 
consisted of reports and brief evaluations of career related programming 
in the schools. At the end of that year, the group decided that it 
wanted to restructure the use of its time to provide for more active 
involvement of members. In the second year, task forces were created 
around five identified areas of need and members worked on specific task 
forces. The task force structure was continued into the third year, the 
year of this study. 
The Collaborative as a whole met approximately every other month. 
These large group meetings were scheduled by the coordinator and were 
held from 7:30 to 9:00 a.m. at the high school. The coordinator took 
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complete responsibility for setting the agenda for these meetings. 
These meetings were oriented primarily toward information sharing and 
dealing with problems and issues needing the attention of the whole 
group. 
Task force groups met as often as needed as each group set their 
own objectives and meeting schedule. The coordinator was a member of 
each task force and took primary responsibility for most of them. Task 
forces for the 1983-1984 school year were formed in the initial meeting 
of the year. The coordinator had prepared a list of school needs around 
which the group could break into task forces. After some discus¬ 
sion, five task forces were formed. A brief summary of the task forces 
and their efforts will provide a sense of the Collaborative’s accom¬ 
plishments for the year. 
A. Career Awareness Task Force. This task force was by far the 
most active. It was responsible for a wide array of career related pro¬ 
gramming ranging from departmental career days to career development 
workshops to educational planning seminars. Five businesswomen were 
members of this task force. This group met more often than most other 
task forces although only one of the business women met regularly with 
school people for planning purposes. The coordinator did most of the 
work for this task force and business women assisted through networking 
resources for career days and participating as resources themselves. 
B. Community Visiting Day Task Force. Community Visiting Day was 
a special event held in March aimed at opening up the doors of the 
school to the community. The Collaborative sponsored it in order to 
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attract greater interest in the organization. Special invitations were 
sent to key business people and community leaders inviting them to an 
elaborate morning program that included speeches from important people 
and classroom visitations. No business people were involved with this 
task force. 
—-Internships Task Force. The development of written materials 
for the internship program was the primary activity of this task force. 
Fifteen interns were placed for the year and the school was responsible 
for supervision and evaluation. One business person was a member of 
this task force. 
D. Excellence Task Force. Audobon's performance in relation to 
current recommendations for achieving excellence in education and the 
image of the Audobon schools in the media were topics for discussion in 
this task force. Many ideas were generated but no specific projects 
emerged during the school year. A business person and a college repre¬ 
sentative were members of this task force. 
E. Computer Education Task Force. Task force members from 1982- 
1983 successfully negotiated with the Town Council at Audobon Town Meet¬ 
ing to earmark a special portion of the town budget to upgrade computer 
facilities in the school system. The computer facilities are to be 
available for town use after school hours. This year's task force goal 
was to develop recommendations for the specific equipment purchases to 
be made with that money. Members were also asked to be involved with 
planning a staff development proposal in computer literacy at the end of 
the year. Three business people were involved with that task force. 
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Task force work did not completely account for Collaborative accom¬ 
plishments. Other things such as job placements and site visits 
occurred in a more spontaneous fashion as a result of the networks in 
place. The coordinator was the primary conduit through which most of 
this activity flowed. She was responsible for all internal and external 
communication. Although there was no recorder at meetings, she prepared 
summaries of all Collaborative meetings to be mailed to all members. 
Meeting agenda were also prepared and mailed out prior to meetings. 
Enabling Conditions for Collaboration 
The following subsection discusses the makeup of the Collaborative 
with respect to the enabling conditions for collaboration. Briefly 
three of the critical variables discussed in the review of the litera¬ 
ture will be examined. These are: 
(1) Appropriate Size - A single small group of no more than 12 
members or tightly linked horizontally organized small groups 
are necessary. 
(2) Autonomy - The members must represent some degree of power 
given up by the parent organizations and allocated to the 
collaborative. 
(3) Equity of distribution of power - Each stakeholder within the 
collaborative effort must be seen as relatively equal. 
Size. At the beginning of the 1983-1984 school year the Collabo¬ 
rative listed 27 members. This included 13 business people, one college 
representative, one parent representative, six school program advisors 
and counselors, three principals, the Assistant Superintendent and 
67 
Superintendent of Schools, and the coordinator. Membership increased 
during the year from business, student representatives were added, and 
one more college representative came aboard bringing total membership to 
36. The attendance at large group Collaborative meetings ranged from 
15-27 members of which an average of seven of these were business 
people. 
Lack of orientation made it difficult for members to get a sense of 
who was who in meetings. Name tags were provided for the first and 
second Collaborative meetings. However introductions were made only of 
new members to the group. As new members continued to appear during the 
year, they were introduced and people were instructed to informally 
introduce themselves to them at the end of the meeting. This seldom 
happened as there was no structured social time and people generally 
left shortly after the meeting. Evidence that members had difficulty in 
identifying other members emerged clearly in interviews as most people 
could only name a handful of Collaborative representatives. This made 
it difficult to get an accurate reading on membership and boundaries. 
Members from outside the school system particularly were unable to iden¬ 
tify who were business and who were school representatives. For example 
when asked about the level of business involvement in the Collaborative, 
one business member said, "They have a good attendance—they fill the 
room. So obviously that’s a fair representation or else they'd have a 
bigger room." 
The poor linkage between task forces also contributed to the sense 
of not knowing who was involved in the organization. Task forces had no 
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direct contact with each other. Generally short verbal reports were 
given by the coordinator on task force progress at Collaborative meet¬ 
ings. With the exception of the Computer Education Task Force, task 
force goals were not down on paper and remained unclear to other 
Collaborative members. As a result, members had difficulty knowing what 
other task force work was going on and who was involved. 
Business representatives were expected to be actively involved in 
task force work however only seven business people were fairly active if 
attendance is used as a criterion of activity. Most task forces, with 
the exception of the Computer Education Task Force, had only one busi¬ 
ness member who was consistently active. The business people worked in 
relative isolation on task forces and were outnumbered at least two to 
one by educators in all meetings. By the end of the year the factors of 
minimal orientation, poor linkage between task forces, and relative iso¬ 
lation in task force work had raised the issue of "who is the Collabora¬ 
tive" to the level of a surfaced problem. This problem emerged in the 
final meeting of the year. The solution to this problem was perceived 
to be a need for an increase in size with respect to business member¬ 
ship . 
Autonomy. The examination of the degree of power brought by organ¬ 
izational members to the Collaborative is more easily broken down by 
constituency and will begin with a look at the school representatives. 
There were 13 school representatives in the Collaborative that held 
varying degrees of power in the school system. The Superintendent of 
Schools was listed as a member of the organization but he did not 
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attend meetings and had no regular contact with Collaborative members. 
The one event he did attend during the year was the Community Visiting 
Day. He acted as one of the keynote speakers and lauded the existence 
of the organization. His actual degree of familiarity with the Collabo¬ 
rative might have been questioned as he ended his keynote introduction 
by saying how much he realized "that important work is done here with 
the Merrifield Collaborative." 
The Assistant Superintendent, Dr. M., had been the key liaison to 
the Collaborative from central administration since its beginning. He 
was perceived as a dynamic and forceful leader in the Collaborative who 
also possessed clout in the Audobon system. However he attended only 
the initial Collaborative meeting of the 1983-1984 school year before he 
resigned his position. No person was hired during the year to take his 
place. Eventually one of the junior high principals. Dr. McG., assumed 
some of his assistant superintendent duties and his liaison role with 
the Collaborative. 
The two junior high principals did not appear to be able to speak 
much for the school system in Collaborative meetings. The high school 
principal wielded a bit more power as the Collaborative was located 
there. She directly supervised the Collaborative coordinator and could 
make minimal budgetary reallocations to the organization. The teachers 
and counselors involved in the Collaborative spoke only to program and 
curriculum concerns within the organization. 
The thirteen industry representatives who began the 1983-1984 
school year also represented a range of position power within their 
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organizations. Eight of the representatives were working in large cor¬ 
porations, two were entrepreneurs, and three were representatives of 
business organizations such as the National Alliance of Business. The 
latter three brought little in the way of position power so the other 
ten will be discussed. 
Five of the ten held significant positions of power either in their 
corporation or in their small company. Of this group of five, all of 
whom were men, four characterized themselves as individuals who were 
doing this on their own time. Most of the explanations for their in¬ 
volvement in the Collaborative sounded very similar—"It's not an out¬ 
growth of a corporate decision. ... I can tell you in essence what led 
me here. I have children in the school system. That was true for the 
previous two Bell Labs representatives." 
What these men brought to the organization in the way of resources 
was primarily knowledge, expertise, and occasionally connections and 
access to sophisticated technology. They did not bring corporate re¬ 
sources or commitment. However they did bring the potential for politi¬ 
cal clout at a local level. For example, the most talked about accom¬ 
plishment of the Collaborative's two and a half year history was that of 
the Computer Education Task Force. Four of these five men were on that 
task force. In the words of one school person, "Out of this group came 
the advisory group to the school department. They put a special bill 
before town meeting for 1/2 million dollars to buy computers. Without 
that group it would not have happened. But they carried the weight of 
71 
local industry. It had been tried before and turned down from the 
school department. But with industry behind it, it worked." 
The other five business members were all representatives of large 
corporations. They were all women and were all from personnel or re¬ 
lated departments that had minimal power within their organizations. 
They could not make decisions that committed their own companies beyond 
the expenditure of their own time without permission from their super¬ 
visors. However they were specifically sent to represent the corpora¬ 
tion. The most consistently active member of the entire Collaborative 
did not know if her company would continue in the Collaborative if a 
membership fee were required. The resources that they most often 
brought to the Collaborative were acting as program resource people, 
networking program resource people, and providing assistance with 
stamps, mailing, and printing. 
Equity of distribution of power in the Collaborative. The stake¬ 
holders in this particular organization in the broadest sense were 
schools and business. However each of these groups was divided relative 
to position power within the Collaborative and some subgroups appeared 
to be regarded more equitably than others. 
The subgroup that appeared most dispensable on the school side was 
the teachers. Their participation in the Collaborative began in its 
second year and it was not voluntary on their part. They were assigned 
a role in the organization by the school system. Although at times they 
were looked to for opinions, they were seldom directly addressed by 
business people in a Collaborative meeting. Most often comments were 
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addressed directly to members from the administration or to the coordi¬ 
nator. When asked about persons who played important roles in the 
organization in interviews, teachers were almost never named. 
Additionally, teachers came and went during meeting times quite 
frequently. They were not freed from classes during the meeting times 
and there would be general movement when bells would ring during the 
sessions. Teachers also did not appear to take their presence at meet- 
very seriously as evidenced by these comments. One teacher came 
into a meeting, sat down, and asked the teacher across from him, "Does 
this meeting end at a particular time?" The other teacher replied, "I 
think you just leave when you want to." When a teacher was asked what 
their role in the Collaborative was, she replied that they were "sitting 
in ... to cooperate with whatever plans that come up—career days or 
visiting days, that sort of thing." 
The subgroup from business that seemed to be regarded less highly 
with one notable exception was clearly the group of women personnel 
representatives. These women practically never spoke in a meeting and 
were seldom directly addressed. They were seldom ever mentioned as ex¬ 
amples of Collaborative leaders in descriptions by other members. Com¬ 
ments were made from both business people and school people indicating 
that personnel people were not perceived as very important spokespeople 
from industry. 
Though these subgroups may not have been regarded as having as much 
importance as other members, school and business people as a constituent 
group generally indicated a regard for each other as equals in the 
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Collaborative. Only school people expressed directly a concern for the 
importance of this. One principal expressed concern that business in 
general doesn't "see that education is on the same level or status as 
their businesses and I really believe it is." Other school people ex¬ 
pressed fear that industry people were there to teach but not to learn. 
However except with one notable exception, industry people spoke of 
interacting with school members as relative equals. 
The notable exception may be worth mentioning as it is an example 
of the classic contempt and patronage of which many school members ex¬ 
pressed fear. Although this does not characterize the general business 
attitude in the Collaborative, this person carried much clout in the 
organization and he certainly did not go unnoticed. Although his views 
were much more candid in an interview, his tone in meetings conveyed 
much of his feelings. In an interview he forthrightly declared that 
public schools were failures and that teachers were incompetent. The 
problems with education in his view were the total responsibility of the 
schools and the Collaborative's purpose was to bring the business flavor 
into the schools so as to reverse these negative trends. 
This excerpt from an interview will provide a sense of his views on 
people in the school system and hence, the need for a Collaborative. 
"OK because, see, school teachers are taught to teach and 
sometimes we have some qualms about what they teach, but the meth¬ 
odology of transferring the knowledge is what the school teacher 
has been disciplined in. 
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"They’re not required to manage people unless they're an 
administrator and then they're managing their own kind. They're 
not required to make a profit and loss; they don’t appreciate the 
daily business pressures of making a client happy, a customer 
happy, or a product that's reliable or a product that's pleasing, 
or the most naive thing—doing something worthwhile for mankind. 
"Whatever categories one fits in—they don't have these as 
challenges. They have a different environment. They have students 
to teach—very challenging, very dynamic. Something I couldn't do 
very long without going totally mad—I know my heart goes out to 
them. 
"But again you can't do both. You can't have this discipline 
and also understand how to run a widget manufacturing business in 
Tokyo. And I think that's why—industry people do. We travel to 
Taiwan frequently—have circuit board stuff and things of this 
nature. We know how to deal with these people. We know what the 
shortcomings are—the do's and don'ts. We don't always necessarily 
know the right thing to do—clearly we understand what not to do. 
And it's that—that flavor—that causes the cross pollination. And 
I think it's beneficial and that's why we have a Collaborative." 
An example of how the "cross pollination" he referred to was con¬ 
cretely helpful to the schools follows: 
"Languages. There's been a heavy discussion around the table 
about languages and people get very opinionated. Every child in 
the Audobon system should have at least 2-3 languages foreign 
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languages. How can one succeed in this world in trade or business 
without knowing some languages—Spanish, German, etc. 
But yet on the other hand, I’m only monolingual. And I don’t 
do very well in English but that happens to be what I work at. And 
I have been throughout the world—I lived in Europe for three and a 
half years. Again I stay in a very highly technical circle. And 
it s like flying an airplane, you speak English wherever you go. 
I ve never had a problem with it—never anticipate a problem 
with it. It’s never caused any delays or hardships. Everyone I 
interface with speaks English well. . . . 
"I think that's what makes a Collaborative successful is— 
'should we have more language?'—and there was some discussion and 
it got washed away and we decided not to.” 
Although this person’s contempt for school people’s perspectives 
was cloaked in meetings in a fatherly and patronizing tone, it wasn't 
too difficult for members to get the idea. However with the exception 
of this individual, conditions for equity in the Collaborative were 
generally present. 
Section Two: The Nature and Process of Organization 
Dr. I. (Business Representative): "Part of the problem is drafting 
a clear crisp statement of purpose. If there's interest in 
keeping a vehicle of communication, can we define a statement 
of purpose for something that can live beyond us? Or are we 
just a group of interested people held together loosely (by 
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the issue)? I think we ought to understand if we have a pur¬ 
pose." 
Ms. E. (Coordinator): "I think this leads to the sheet I've pre¬ 
pared." 
Dr. I. (Business Representative): "At the risk of being tiresome, 
we have a statement of purpose. Is that something we believe 
in enough to form a vehicle? Does anybody have any thoughts?" 
Dr. McG. (School Administrator): "You ask difficult questions. 
I'm going to get a cup of coffee" (laughter). 
This was a scene from the final Collaborative meeting of the 1983- 
1984 school year. As might be inferred from the above, the central 
drama in Audobon was not played out around creating a collaborative 
organization, but in developing a shared organizational identity of any 
kind. From an observer's perspective the organization had developed 
very little in the two and a half years of its existence. The group had 
been unable to work through to some shared understanding of itself as a 
functioning organization. 
In the above excerpt, the business representative, Dr. I., says in 
one breath that the Collaborative needs a purpose and in the next that 
they have one. In reality there was a good deal of consensus around or¬ 
ganizational purposes. However there were very different images relat¬ 
ing primarily to who the Collaborative was and to how it did and should 
work as an organization. This inability to pull together a shared 
identity appeared related to organizational patterns which seemed to 
work against the resolution of this issue. This section is a description 
77 
of the central organizational drama and its supporting cast of patterns. 
The section begins with an examination of organizational purposes, the 
one issue around which a level of consensus had developed. 
Organizational Purposes 
The evolution to consensus around organizational purposes has taken 
some time but there now appears to be a high degree of shared under¬ 
standing of what the organization is accomplishing. By far the majority 
of school and business people interviewed see the partnership as a 
resource to the schools in the area of career awareness. Common de¬ 
scriptors of purposes are to share resources, provide information, and 
exchange in open communication. The policy paper for the organization 
cites its purpose as "to provide resources for career awareness and edu¬ 
cational planning for students" in Audobon. The coordinator asserts 
that its purpose is to support public education through assisting with 
providing programming and resources that the schools need. 
This consensus on purpose reflects a working through of what the 
organization is not. In the early period of the organization's develop¬ 
ment, the Superintendent of Schools spoke at one of the meetings. This 
corresponded to the time that Proposition 2-1/2 was causing severe 
cutbacks in the school budget. The Superintendent said at the meeting 
that he felt it was businesses' responsibility to assist the schools in 
responding to this crisis. According to one school person there, his 
statement "was politely listened to and in no uncertain terms, members 
like from Hewlett Packard and Raytheon came right back again to the ori¬ 
ginal purpose of the Collaborative and that was really put down. As 
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the member from Hewlett-Packard put it, "I think perhaps at times that 
we have to remind ourselves that the Collaborative was established with 
the idea of bringing career awareness to students. We're not a politi¬ 
cal action committee. We're not attempting to influence town politics 
. . . that kind of stuff. I feel very strongly that should not enter 
into Collaborative efforts." And in fact most Collaborative efforts 
were oriented toward career programming. Task forces worked on such 
issues as planning and coordinating career days, coordinating intern¬ 
ships, and planning career awareness events for teachers. 
In spite of this early emphasis on a career programming delivery 
system for students, a task force was established in the second year of 
the Collaborative to examine the problem of computer equipment shortages 
in the system and figure out ways to solve it. The Assistant Superin¬ 
tendent, Dr. M., chaired that task force and brought together a group of 
influential business representatives from the Collaborative. Dr. M. de¬ 
veloped the initial proposal and put it before the group. According to 
one committee member from business, "there was some difference of opin¬ 
ion philosophically as to what route should be taken. People just 
rolled up their sleeves. ... I think it really ended up as a compro¬ 
mise. But not a compromise that was politically expedient—a compromise 
that was developed as a result of different kinds of expertises all 
agreeing that this was the best way to go." 
The task force had put together a three year proposal that re¬ 
quested monies from the Town of Audobon for the purchase of computer 
equipment. This equipment for the school system was to be made 
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available for town use after school hours. The task force jointly 
presented their proposal to the School Board, to the Finance Committee, 
and finally to the Selectpeople at Town Meeting. The proposal was 
approved and $150,000 of money was allocated for computer purchases. 
The Computer Education Task Force would oversee the purchase of this 
equipment. This was hailed as an extraordinary feat for the Collabora¬ 
tive and practically everyone spoke of it as the organization’s major 
success story. 
At the first meeting of the Collaborative in the fall of 1983, the 
issue of purpose surfaced again. A draft of the policy paper was pre¬ 
sented to the group for approval. Dr. M. objected to the purpose being 
stated solely in terms of career awareness programming. He called such 
a statement a "cop-out" and urged the group to create a more forceful 
statement about the Collaborative as taking action on "emergent educa¬ 
tional problems, examining issues, proposing solutions." A business 
representative quickly responded defending the policy paper. The issue 
was diffused by the coordinator’s assuring Dr. M. that she would take 
his perspectives into account in the final draft of the paper. No 
specifics were given as to how that would be done and there was no 
further discussion on the topic. 
Very circumscribed goals and purposes reflect the school system's 
position as well as the position of business. The fate of the Computer 
Education Task Force this year is probably the most graphic illustration 
of that. The task force began the year with Dr. M. again as its chair. 
He was perceived as charismatic and able to get things done by the three 
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businessmen primarily involved with the task force. He was also able to 
frame their obvious political involvement with school policy in a way 
that made them feel important yet met the school's agenda. Their mis¬ 
sion this year was to study and make specific recommendations to the 
town as to what computer hardware should be purchased for the school 
system. Early in the year. Dr. M. resigned and left the school system. 
There was no clear school administrative replacement for him and no 
school representative on the Collaborative with enough status or 
charisma to replace him as leader on this task force. The task force 
continued its work without a school representative. It toured the 
schools, interviewed teachers, and readied a presentation of their 
recommendations for the School Board, Finance Committee, and Town Meet¬ 
ing. Meanwhile the school system had decided not to use the money to 
purchase computer hardware but to spend the money on personnel. The 
task force members were not consulted and none of this was communicated 
to them before the decisions were already made and in place. In effect, 
their task force work was negated for the entire year. The school sys¬ 
tem also had gravitated toward a "safe" focus for the Collaborative's 
efforts by squelching the work of the one task force that was involved 
in anything more than career programming. 
In effect, the Collaborative had reached a high degree of consensus 
about purposes. Slowly they had worked through what they were not. 
They were not a group focused on solving tough issues and problems. In 
the words of one teacher, "And this year we developed a policy state¬ 
ment. And as I said there was a kind of a wavering, but the policy 
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statement made it clear what the goals of the thing were and those were 
the original goals we had started with. So there was no evolution that 
took place (laughs). (It’s) focused on a pretty narrow realm of how we 
can be helpful and as long as it stays there it’s nice and safe." 
Organizational Identity 
Even though there is some agreement around the purposes of the Col¬ 
laborative from those involved, very different images and visions about 
Collaborative identity exist in members' minds. Identity is a collec¬ 
tive self-image composed of who the Collaborative is, what it is, and 
how it should operate. In Audobon there was little in the way of a co¬ 
herent organizational identity. Organizational members had varying per¬ 
spectives on such things as the amount of member commitment needed, the 
amount of resources needed to accomplish their tasks, agreement about a 
future vision for the organization, agreement on individual roles in the 
group, and a congruency of perception around how the group functioned. 
The inability to work out a shared identity and vision appears to 
have left the organization on permanent hold. These varying images may 
best be examined from the point of view of the three leading groups of 
characters in the drama. The coordinator of the organization stands 
alone and is perhaps the most influential in defining the shape of the 
group's understanding of itself. Other points of view to be elaborated 
are a synthesis of the other school people and the business people 
involved. 
The coordinator's vision of organizational identity. The coordina¬ 
tor had a very clear vision for the development of the Collaborative. 
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Central to that was her image of collaboration. She was highly invested 
in having the group operate as a collaborative organization. For her 
that meant developing into an autonomous community work group that uti¬ 
lized shared leadership and democratic decision making. The organiza¬ 
tion would be fiscally self-sufficient, supported by a foundation or 
corporation, and not dependent on the school system for funds. She 
wanted active commitment from high level industry members and even dis¬ 
tribution of organizational tasks among members. 
As was outlined in the review of literature, collaborative organi¬ 
zations exhibit a particular set of characteristics around dimensions 
that mark them as more or less collaborative. The dimensions, labelled 
organizational purposes, enabling conditions, and organizational pro¬ 
cesses could each be visualized on a continuum. In order for the 
organization to enact collaboration, it needed to be near the more col¬ 
laborative end on each of the three continua. The coordinator’s vision 
for the Collaborative characterized a collaborative group in many impor¬ 
tant respects. Particularly on the organizational process continua, she 
had a very clear vision of appropriate collaborative processes around 
leadership, decision making, and communication patterns. She also had a 
clear sense of the degree of referent power and commitment needed from 
members to achieve collaboration. However there were more important 
areas where her vision did not match that needed for collaboration. 
Perhaps most importantly her image of collaboration did not contain 
a sense of the goals and purposes necessary for collaboration. Her view 
of the Collaborative’s purpose was that it should support public 
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education which concretely translated into helping with programs that 
the school said it wanted. In her own words, the organization should, 
"support public education ... it’s not to come in and mess around in 
the classroom or in teacher negotiations or whatever, but it’s a, b, and 
c . . ." Her sense of appropriate purposes displayed none of the open 
ended and complex problem solving nature suggested in the literature, 
nor did it emphasize mutual definition of problems. Her version of col¬ 
laboration might graphically be represented as this: 
Purposes < - 
Less Collaborative More Collaborative 
Enabling 
Conditions <_ 
Less Collaborative More Collaborative 
Processes < 
Less Collaborative More 
u 
Collaborative 
This vision resulted in some confusion for members that will be elabo¬ 
rated in more detail in a later section. 
The coordinator tried in many ways to communicate her vision for 
the organization's development. Observations revealed fairly quickly 
that around the process continua, the organization was located on the 
less collaborative end of that dimension. For example, responsibility 
for leadership was concentrated almost totally in the coordinator and 
communication flowed almost always from the coordinator to various mem¬ 
bers. She was acutely aware of this and had privately characterized the 
organization as one in which she was the pivotal figure and which would 
probably fall apart without her. However through language, symbol, and 
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ultimately confrontation of sorts she tried to nurture in the group her 
image of their collaborative development. 
F^^^uently the coordinator used language that stressed aspects of 
her image of collaboration. She consistently used words that emphasized 
collaborative processes. For example in meetings she would use the col¬ 
lective "we" to describe what the Collaborative or a task force was 
doing even though most of the time it was she who was doing the accom¬ 
plishing. The coordinator would say, "we'll be following up on that" or 
"we've put things in place" when she took almost total responsibility 
for follow up. Similarly, she would begin a task force meeting by de¬ 
scribing herself, another staff person, and a business representative as 
the "triumvirate" of leadership for the group. Even though the other 
two legs of the "triumvirate" were more active than most Collaborative 
members, the reality was that the coordinator provided 99% of the 
leadership for the group. However language was often used to create an 
image of shared endeavor. 
Another bit of language she frequently used with the group was 
related to decision making. At least once in every meeting, she would 
make reference to "group decisions" and to the Collaborative as a 
"democratic group." As will be elaborated further in a later section, 
democratic decision making processes were more an illusion than a real¬ 
ity. But meetings were generally interspersed with comments like We 
are a democratic group here" and "That will be up to you ... it s a 
group decision." Putting these images out to the group regularly 
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appeared to be a way in which she tried to influence the group's image 
of itself. 
Other more symbolic means were used to make it appear as if organi¬ 
zational leadership was more shared than it actually was. Business mem¬ 
bers were recruited to report on accomplishments and progress in meet¬ 
ings even though often they were not particularly aware of what had been 
accomplished. For example, in the first meeting of the year a draft of 
the policy paper was presented. The coordinator asked a business repre¬ 
sentative to talk about the policy paper to the group. The business 
representative acted very surprised and explained that she met with the 
coordinator and another school person for an hour in the summer to 
brainstorm ideas for the draft. The next thing she knew the policy 
paper was ready. This scenario of business representatives being asked 
to figurehead task force reports repeated itself in other meetings. 
Other means were used to orchestrate a feeling of shared ownership 
from the group. Handouts were distributed listing the numerous career 
awareness activities taking place in the school. Although the Collabo¬ 
rative was involved in some of the activities on the list, many were 
accomplished strictly through the efforts of the coordinator or other 
school people. The long combined lists of projects made it appear that 
the Collaborative was directly involved in all these accomplishments. 
The coordinator consistently throughout the year through the use of 
language and symbol attempted to influence the group's understanding of 
itself. She wanted the group to move towards a more collaborative style 
of operating. However in her opinion they were stuck in a quasi- 
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effective mode of operating, dependent on her, and they needed to move. 
Although she had gently tried to nudge them through the year, it hadn’t 
worked. By March she said, "I guess it had been my hope that it would 
emerge as an issue from the group itself. And I don’t think it's going 
to. I think I'm going to have to provoke that." She set the stage at 
the final yearly meeting for an explicit confrontation geared toward 
forging a more collaborative organizational identity. 
The school members’ view of organizational identity. The ten offi¬ 
cial school representatives on the Collaborative were four academic 
program advisors from the high school who were also teachers; two coun¬ 
selors; and the principals of the high school and two junior highs. The 
Assistant Superintendent and the Superintendent of Schools were also 
listed as members although as mentioned, the Assistant Superintendent 
resigned without replacement and the Superintendent was not an active 
member. Three of the program advisors, the two counselors, and the high 
school principal were interviewed. It is clear from the interviews that 
school members had absorbed some of the images about the Collaborative 
put out by the coordinator but they had no coherent picture nor strong 
vision for the future development of the organization. Several members 
commented on the degree of shared responsibility and democrative deci¬ 
sion making that existed. Yet when asked to be more specific about how 
the organization actually functioned, vagueness and contradictions char¬ 
acterized the descriptions of organizational leadership and decision 
making. 
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The Collaborative was characterized as an organization with numer¬ 
ous accomplishments and highly active task forces. In describing the 
task force groups, one school member said, "The group seems to direct 
itself and their own energy carries things through. You don't have to 
hound anybody. . . . But the group does follow through. It seems to be 
individual initiative that carries it on." Presumably it was a group 
effort but no one could quite name who was making the effort. When 
asked to name the business people on their task forces, several school 
people couldn't think of any. 
However, it didn't appear to be the school people either who were 
the active ingredients. The most consistent theme that emerged from in¬ 
terviews was the sense of the Collaborative as external to them. Often 
the Collaborative was described by school people in the third person. 
For example, "I attend their meetings," and "They find areas where they 
can be helpful to one another and they work on them." Most of the 
people saw their role as simply attending meetings when they could and 
"cooperating" with whatever the Collaborative decided. Most of the 
school people characterized themselves as not particularly involved. 
The majority of school people did not see business as highly in¬ 
volved either when asked. Business was perceived as making as minimal a 
commitment as possible. Two teachers mentioned that they felt business 
got involved because of some guilt over the role they played in passing 
Proposition 2-1/2 and the disastrous effect that had on the school sys¬ 
tem. They noted, however, that business had sent personnel people, 
staff than line—and purposely so—they can't 
"people who would be more 
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make any commitments to anything except copying costs or something like 
that." The Collaborative was characterized as a polite and perfunctory 
group. As one counselor put it, "I see people coming in at 7:30 a.m. 
and politely attending and sitting and listening and saying as few words 
as they can and getting a few reports." 
Regardless of the contradictions, the image of a highly shared task 
orientation persisted and that also characterized the perception of de¬ 
cision making processes. It was perceived as shared democratic decision 
making. When asked how decision making actually worked in the Collabo¬ 
rative, school people had difficulty trying to describe it concretely. 
Most decided that decision making happened largely in the task force 
groups and was characterized by a lot of dialogue. The coordinator was 
mentioned as having a degree of power in this as she was a member of all 
task forces. One teacher described the process as "a lot of brainstorm¬ 
ing and probably—there were ideas generated—and people would mention 
things and somebody would say that's a good idea and somebody takes 
notes." Members did agree that when disagreement arose, that decision 
was tabled. One teacher commented that there was seldom much to have 
disagreement about. The reality of the processs is not the issue here, 
however, but their perception of it. 
School members seemed to have a lot of investment in feeling that 
the decision making was democratic. It was perceived as a way to insure 
equity with business people so that it wasn't, in the words of the prin¬ 
cipal, "the school asking a bunch of advisors to tell us what to do 
it's not the business community treating the school as lackeys." Yet in 
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spite of the perception of democratic decision making, several school 
people did comment that their experience felt at times as if business 
people were there to "educate" them and they had no sense that business 
people wished to be educated in return. 
As far as other visions for the development of the Collaborative, 
there seemed to be very little else that was important to school members 
except that it did not take much of their time. The organization of the 
Collaborative was just fine for them as long as someone else made the 
time commitment. Teachers were required to be members the previous year 
and there was some resentment over that. A counselor said it was better 
this year because their involvement was voluntary and they were not 
assigned a specific task. However no one expressed a desire to be 
highly active. School people's desire to participate in the organiza¬ 
tion was summarized by the following statement, "There's a lot of pres¬ 
sure and demands on time and I would say probably it's (participation in 
the Collaborative) not at the top of the list. That's realistic, 
honest. But it's tough. Everybody’s meetinged out, reported out and 
all the things that have to be done yesterday. So it's time." 
The business members' view of organizational identity. Thirteen 
business people were listed as Collaborative members for the 1983-1984 
school year and of that number, seven attended more than two meetings 
during the year or served actively on task forces. Six of the most 
active were interviewed. For the most part, business people saw the 
Collaborative as something they participated in as individuals for the 
benefit of the school. They viewed the organization as an informal 
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network through which they could be helpful to the school based on their 
own personal commitment and in a couple of cases supported by the com¬ 
mitment of an Audobon based company. The organization was perceived as 
a relatively formless one with little clear sense of direction. As one 
business person put it, "It's a horizontal organization composed of 
people wandering around bumping into each other with vaguely similar 
interests." It was also referred to as "nebulous" and "fluffy." The 
boundaries of the organization were described as very fluid as people 
saw themselves moving in and out freely based on connections that might 
be made. The organization was not thought of as having power to do much 
of anything. It was perceived as a volunteer network. 
Not surprisingly, business people viewed school members as the 
appropriate leaders of the organization as it was designed, in their 
view, to help the school. The coordinator was seen as a competent and 
efficient leader. However there was some concern that leadership was 
not being demonstrated fully enough by the school system. One piece of 
this concern centered around the absence of a replacement from the cen¬ 
tral administration for the Assistant Superintendent who had resigned. 
He was not necessarily liked by all but he was seen as powerful in the 
school system. His leaving left a leadership void according to some 
that the system was not moving to fill. In the words of one member, 
"So it’s running without a leader. So as all things in school systems 
work, it’s now running by committee. I’ll know in about a year from now 
whether the committee was functional or not in the Collaborative.' 
91 
Other evidence of inadequate school leadership centered around 
funding. Several industry persons expressed skepticism about solid 
school support for the organization based on its tenuous funding. As 
one industry person put it, "And so for whatever the reason the school 
system has been unable to properly fund the Collaborative. We're not 
talking big dollars but in a small sense. And I think having to nickel 
and dime it with industry can quickly turn them sour. . . . The conver¬ 
sation sometimes turns to—can somebody give me 500 envelopes or can 
somebody stamp these things because they won't do it in the school sys¬ 
tem. . . . People forget that the school system has put up some money, 
maybe they put up enough for a 1/2 time position. All they know is 
they're being asked to do the little things that most companies—all 
companies have to be able to do on their own in order to stay in busi¬ 
ness. If you can't afford stamps, you go out of business and for the 
few dollars it would take to fund it properly, wouldn't it really be 
better for the system in the long run to do it. And to allow people in 
the consortium to get the idea fully that the system is behind it. 
It's willing to support its end of it." 
The typical business view of how the organization operated with 
respect to decision making was that it didn't really make any signifi¬ 
cant ones "because this whole organization is not decision making in 
terms of authority to do anything." However the ones that were made 
were perceived as made in the task forces after discussion and in a 
democratic manner. This did not appear to have a lot of meaning for 
most people. One member, however, attached a lot of significance to 
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this mode of decision making. It is worth noting that his task force 
was the only one where a significant amount of money and policy matters 
were involved. He named the Collaborative’s decision making style as 
decision making by committee" and characterized it as the "poorest way 
of running anything." He felt that decisions in the Collaborative were 
like "strained baby food—everything is the result of compromising. It 
takes an inordinate amount of time and I don't always think it's in the 
best interests of (a) the taxpayers and (b) the students. . . . The de¬ 
cisions are always based on not overly offending the faculty, not overly 
offending the taxpayers, not overly offending the student. Make a 
decision that's well rounded, not very dynamic, low-key and everyone's 
safe»" He also mentioned that his task force was composed only of 
business people and their decisions were not made in this manner at all. 
The coordinator had some influence on business people with regard 
to future visions of the organization. Because they liked and respected 
her, they considered trying to take more of a leadership role in the 
Collaborative. But clearly they were tom. Comments in the final meet¬ 
ing of the year reflected this ambivalence—the wish to respond but also 
the desire to maintain the very informal "call me when you’ve got some¬ 
thing specific and we’ll see" nature of the organization. Two separate 
comments from perhaps the most active industry member in the Collabora¬ 
tive may serve to illustrate this. Early in the final meeting she said, 
"We don't want to negate the efforts of the school people but I think we 
need to take more ownership. Ms. E. (the coordinator) has been the 
driving force. My role is to come in at the last moment and do whatever 
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it is that's left. And that's been comfortable. ... I think we've had 
enough of asking Ms. E. to organize and we'll provide the cookies." 
Later in the meeting after further discussion she said, "I think the 
question is how should we perceive ourselves. I assume what you mean by 
that (a resource network) is that you can call on people. And the oppo¬ 
site is industry initiating projects. Right now I don't mind being a 
resource network. It fits my time schedule." 
The view of the organization as a "call me anytime" network was a 
consistent theme from all industry members. Interestingly enough, how¬ 
ever, what you got when you called broke the organization down into two 
separate groups of business people. One group saw themselves as free 
consultants to the school. Their perceived role in the Collaborative 
was to show up at meetings and offer expertise where needed. They saw 
most of what the Collaborative was doing as "administrative" and not 
appropriate for their involvement. People in this group had varying 
attitudes toward the school system ranging from reasonable support to 
mildly patronizing to outright disdain. At the disdain end, the member 
felt his presence helped to bring a competent business perspective to 
what he perceived to be a totally incompetent system. 
The other group defined themselves in terms of "what projects we 
want to accomplish." This group got involved with specific programs and 
assisted in varying degrees with planning, locating resources, or acting 
as resources around particular events. Perhaps not surprisingly these 
two groups, which saw their role in the organization very differently, 
broke down pretty much around sex lines. The coordinator realized this 
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at the end of the year and privately said, "The men have—it's interest¬ 
ing because the women seem to gravitate toward the programmatic stuff 
and the men toward the comprehensive planning and philosophizing. It's 
fascinating. It's just like the women decide there's the housework to 
be done and the men decide they need to plan for it." 
These two groups also and perhaps more importantly broke down with 
respect to position power within their own organizations. The female 
group of industry people were described as "mostly PR people" by one of 
the industry representatives. These people tend to come from personnel 
departments. The male group were in positions of authority within a 
company or entrepreneurs that owned a company. These groups both 
brought a vision of plugging into the Collaborative where needed, in 
very different ways. 
Organizational Identity Crisis 
The preceding sections provided a flavor for the very broad array 
of organizational images and visions which existed in the minds of the 
members. Briefly, the coordinator had a particular vision of collabora¬ 
tion and her hope was that the Collaborative would develop towards that 
vision. Both school and business members had absorbed bits and pieces 
of that vision and that was reflected in the images they had of the 
Collaborative. They shared, to some extent, a similar desire to see the 
organization remain one in which their involvement could be maintained 
with minimal effort. Neither school nor business people evidenced a 
strong shared image of the Collaborative or a vision of any sort for the 
In the two and a half years of the organization's development. 
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Collaborative s existence, it had moved only minimally in defining who 
the organization was and how it should function. In fact from an 
outsider’s viewpoint, the organization looked mostly like the coordina¬ 
tor and what she could accomplish. 
Large group meetings were primarily information sharing and she had 
almost all of the information. Task force meetings had more of a work 
flavor but she did most of the work. The coordinator privately acknow¬ 
ledged this saying, "In all cases now within the task forces, with the 
exception of the computer group and even then to some degree—I tend to 
pick up whatever—I tend to pick up the pieces and the implementation." 
Later she said that if the organization remained as is "it will limp 
along with a kind of quasi PR function and really I will be—continue to 
be the career resource educational planning person employed by the 
Audobon Public Schools and sort of to some degree pretend that there are 
all these people out there helping out." 
The coordinator hoped that after two and a half years the Collabo¬ 
rative would have more shape than it did. That it had evolved so little 
may be explained in part by the confusing nature of the coordinator's 
own vision and also by norms and patterns established in the Collabora¬ 
tive which prevented them from facing the reality of their situation. 
The issue of the organization's lack of development was only brought to 
the surface explicitly in the final meeting of the year and it was the 
coordinator who orchestrated the confrontation. The confusion and the 
patterns all played themselves out in this final act. Scenes from this 
meeting as well as from the entire year's drama will illustrate this. 
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The coordinator explicitly laid out her vision for the Collabora¬ 
tive’s development in the last meeting of the year. She had prepared an 
evaluation sheet of the organization giving her assessment of where the 
organization was and her idea of where it should move. She listed 
eight observations and followed each one with a recommendation for 
action. That sheet is summarized below. 
1. Collaborative is presently perceived as a resource network— 
Commit to a community collaborative (autonomous) to support 
public education. 
2. Representation is unequally distributed between school/ 
community— 
Commit to -membership drive 
-greater role assumed by Audobon Chamber of Commerce 
3. Agenda is presented; approved by Collaborative— 
Commit to -manageable goals* 
-elicit student input 
*Programs - Career Awareness Programs 
- Internships 
- Community Visiting Day 
R&D - Computer Education 
- Staff Development 
4. Leadership is centralized— 
Commit to collaborative leadership, i.e., executive steering 
committee 
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5. Decision making power; organizational commitment uneven— 
Commit to peer program of endorsement of collaborative concept 
including time/leadership assignment by CEO 
6. Orientation of new members - incomplete— 
Commit to peer orientation program and self education 
7. Goals are bi-level - programmatic (short-term) 
- research (long-term)— 
Commit to bi-level program and assume assignments on the 
basis of: - programs 
- R&D 
8. Support services are insufficient (secretarial service/print¬ 
ing/postage, etc.)— 
Commit to annual budget 
The meeting began with the coordinator, Ms. E., making the state¬ 
ment, "The rubicon is do we remain a resource network or not. I think 
this is the issue. And I'm disappointed by the turnout here today." 
From there the group wandered from topic to topic for a short while. 
Later at an appropriate moment, Ms. E. referred the group to the evalua¬ 
tion sheet she had prepared. She did not explain what was on the sheet 
but asked them to glance over it saying after a few seconds, "You can 
agree or disagree." There was no way to tell whether people understood 
what was on the sheet. As the meeting progressed, it became clear that 
they did not. What she described as the major issue—whether they 
remained a resource network or not—remained a confusing blur for most 
members present. This had as much to do with the confusing qualities 
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intrinsic to the coordinator’s organizational visions as it did with the 
group's organizational dynamics. 
The coordinator was describing her vision of collaboration on the 
evaluation sheet which demanded among other things, significant opera¬ 
tional changes such as the need for a foundation to provide an annual 
budget and the need for shared leadership via an executive steering com¬ 
mittee. One industry representative appeared increasingly agitated dur¬ 
ing this discussion of how things should be different. He wanted to 
know why things needed to be changed as the Collaborative was going to 
be doing the same things they had been doing. Ms. E.’s evaluation 
sheets did not contain any new organizational purposes. This was the 
heart of the confusion over the coordinator’s vision of collaboration. 
She saw collaboration only with regard to how something was organized 
and not with regard to why. She answered his why questions with how 
answers as the following vignette illustrates. 
Mr. C. (Business Representative): "Maybe Ms. E. can tell me. What 
do you mean 'to support public education'? I think a resource 
network is support." 
Ms. E.: "Two parts to that answer—it's autonomous and the estab¬ 
lishment of a foundation or corporation." 
Mr. C.: "That's what ..." 
Ms. E.: "This entity has a risk factor. It’s probably the only 
way we're going to get major resources out to the schools." 
Mr. C.: "Concretely, what are ways to support public education?" 
If Ms. E.: "R&D is one. 
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Mr. C.: "But we're doing that." 
Ms. E.: "But I think what's happened is that R&D needs to have 
funding support." 
Clearly Mr. C. was struggling with understanding what the organiza¬ 
tion was going to do differently that it needed to be organized differ¬ 
ently. And the coordinator simply fed back a vision of collaboration 
that had little to do with organizational purposes. In fact, for what 
the organization was doing, there was no rational reason to move it to- 
collaboration. Mr. C. raised the issue of clarity around organiza¬ 
tional purposes three more times in the meeting. He wanted to know what 
they were going to do before discussion of operational changes made 
sense to him. However no one else seemed to pick up on this and discus¬ 
sion centered around specific aspects of the coordinator's vision. Mr. 
C. grew quiet for the rest of the meeting. 
Ms. E.'s vision was confusing. It didn't quite fit but no one knew 
exactly why. There was no understanding that around goals that were 
programmatic or advisory in nature and not mutually defined, there was 
no reason to create a collaborative organization. That she continued to 
see collaboration only in operational terms is borne out in her summary 
of the decisions facing the group at the end of that final meeting. She 
said, 
"We need to make a couple of decisions: (1) non-profit status, 
(2) a formal presentation and link to the Chamber of Commerce, and 
(3) pursuing an expanded membership list using Mr. C.'s idea of 
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recruiting parents. These three decisions are on the table and 
people need to commit to working on committees." 
That her vision of collaboration and the operational changes that it 
implied were not needed given the Collaborative's purposes remained an 
issue to be confronted on a later day. That collaboration of any sort 
was not congruent with either school or business people's visions for 
the organization could have been dealt with on this day. But certain 
patterns that had characterized the organization's dynamics the entire 
year continued to block this from happening. 
Patterns That Blocked Organizational Development 
Patterns played out in the Collaborative during the year that per¬ 
petuated the logjam surrounding shared organizational identity and 
development. Patterns of creating appearances, of indirectness, and of 
diffusing conflict made it difficult to do the reality testing necessary 
to work out a shared understanding of organizational identity or devel¬ 
opment. 
Creating appearances. There was an intense amount of energy put 
into making things appear a certain way. Meetings often had a showcase 
quality. Accomplishments were paraded and the impression was given that 
those accomplishments were in large part due to the group's efforts. A 
lot of energy was also put into making it appear as if the Collaborative 
was a democratic group. Although all of this was probably done to pro¬ 
mote feelings of success and ownership and thus create investment, it 
seemed to have the opposite effect. If the Collaborative was doing so 
well, why should it change? If we’re making democratic decisions, we're 
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collaborating successfully. If we're a democratic group, we’re all par¬ 
ticipating. Thus creating appearances served to suppress information 
that might illuminate the discrepancies between image and reality. 
In large group meetings particularly a sense was created that lots 
of things were going on around career awareness. For four large group 
Collaborative meetings in a row, members were given a long list of the 
things that were happening in the school such as career workshops, 
career days, presentations about quality circles, internship programs, 
work release programs, etc. There was proof of tremendous activity hap¬ 
pening in the area of career awareness. Much of this activity had 
little to do with the Collaborative and lots to do with the coordinator. 
However this was not pointed out. Career awareness activities, whether 
accomplished totally by the school or partially by the Collaborative, 
were all lumped together. Business people could get the sense that 
other people, maybe other business people, were doing lots of work. 
A skeleton description of some of the February meeting may give a 
flavor for the sense created at meetings. The meeting began by having 
several Audobon High School students speak about student opportunities 
at the school. When asked questions by the Collaborative members about 
their preparedness for college or work, glowing reports were given. 
It's mentioned by students that the Collaborative might do something to 
help community involvement opportunities for kids. A business represen¬ 
tative then turns to the coordinator and asks, "Do we have an informal 
registry to learn about jobs?" The coordinator then describes what 
exists. Students leave and the group talks about the plans for the 
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Community Visiting Day that the Collaborative is hosting. Over two 
hundred personalized invitations will be sent out by the organization. 
The coordinator then mentions several Collaborative accomplishments such 
as the upcoming Women in Non-Traditional Careers workshop and the fin¬ 
ished edition of the policy paper. Finally, mention is made that the 
local newspaper will be coming to talk to the coordinator and a business 
person about Community Visiting Day and that progress is being made on 
finalizing a sister community in Japan. 
It appears from this description that things are going wonderfully. 
The Collaborative must be working hard. However no one had any idea who 
was doing the work—it was some vague abstraction named the Collabora¬ 
tive. In the above paragraph, the list of accomplishments was related 
to the Collaborative in the following way: 
(1) College preparation workshops are totally run by the school 
guidance department. 
(2) The work of coordinating and supervising internships, work 
release programs, etc. is handled totally by the school. The 
Internship Task Force had one member from the Merrifield 
Valley Alliance of Business. His primary role on the task 
force was to assist in editing the internship brochure. 
(3) The Community Visiting Day Task Force was composed entirely of 
school people. Planning, arrangements, and coordination for 
the day were the responsibility of the school. Invitations 
were designed, printed and made by the school. A business 
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person spoke at the event as a representative of the Collabo¬ 
rative. 
(4) The Women in Non-Traditional Careers workshop was planned by 
the Career Awareness Task Force. There was one highly active 
business member who regularly worked with that task force. 
After the above meeting she approached the coordinator to ask 
if she had missed a meeting and how the decision was made to 
host the workshop on that day. 
(5) The policy paper was drafted and redrafted almost totally by 
the coordinator. Raytheon printed them. 
(6) The sister community in Japan was something Collaborative mem¬ 
bers knew nothing about. One member at the end of the meeting 
asked the coordinator about it: 
Member: "How did the sister community in Japan get picked?" 
Coordinator: "To tell the truth, I have a daughter in the ministry 
of Japan." 
The article that came out in the newspaper following this meeting 
had a similar flavor. It read that the Collaborative was focusing on a 
series of career days. The Collaborative was sponsoring a series of 
four math and science workshops. The Collaborative will offer an 
"Alternatives to College" workshop. The Collaborative will hold a 
"simulated job search" day. The Collaborative appeared to be accom¬ 
plishing a lot. The coordinator, as one member put it, was "willing to 
take a back seat and let other people get the credit." 
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However there was a price for this. Most people knew that they 
weren t doing too much work but somebody was so it was OK by them. 
Numerous people mentioned how active other task forces were. The sense 
of how, in reality, specific people were actually contributing to them 
was obscured. People’s perceptions were about as reality based as the 
business person quoted earlier who concluded that business interest must 
be high because "they have good attendance—they fill the room. So 
obviously there's a fair representation or else they'd have a bigger 
room. At the meeting to which he was referring, the observer counted 
seven business people out of a total attendance of twenty-two. Many 
people simply didn t know each other well enough to know who was who. 
but illusions were created and these made it difficult to confront the 
need for change. 
As mentioned earlier Ms. E. expended a lot of energy in creating 
the feeling that the group was democratic. Presumably being a democra¬ 
tic group engendered a sense of shared power and endeavor. And many 
members did express the belief that they were a part of a shared deci¬ 
sion making process that they could influence. However there were some 
fundamental misconceptions around the democracy issue that were not con¬ 
fronted and may have worked against facilitating change in the organiza¬ 
tion. Firstly, creating an appearance of democracy was translated into 
enacting an image of shared decision making regardless of the circum¬ 
stances. And secondly, shared decision making was not tied to shared 
responsibility, thus allowing the illusion of participation without the 
reality of it. 
105 
In Ms. E.'s efforts to create a sense of a democratic group, demo¬ 
cratic decision making was seen as a key. However enacting democratic 
decision making at times just did not fit the situation. In these 
situations democratic decision making may have done more harm than good. 
Many times the observer felt that peoples', particularly business 
peoples', time was being used inappropriately in the interest of being 
democratic. One business person describes his experience on the Intern¬ 
ship Task Force. 
"We decided to put out a folder—we did get the language. Ms. E., 
I guess or someone, mainly Ms. E. , along with someone else in the 
high school wrote up the brochures for the in-house and out of 
house . . . and in our committee meetings we even went so far as to 
criticize the punctuation of the brochure that was going out. 
That's the kind of decision—low level perhaps—so I think there's 
fairly reasonable access to decision making if you want to get 
involved . . . whether this is going to result in a very large 
increase in the number of interns, I doubt." 
There was a sense that everything that happened in group meetings needed 
to be decided by a democratic vote. Often what happened in group meet¬ 
ings did not necessitate shared decisions. 
Another example of this can be illustrated through a meeting of the 
Career Education Task Force. This was the first meeting of the year and 
ten teachers and four business women attended. This was a very high 
number of industry people present for a task force meeting. Discussion 
was initiated on the best career day model. For most of the hour long 
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meeting, teachers discussed among themselves the relative merits of X 
periods, last year's model, and Level IVs. During that time one busi¬ 
ness woman asked a few questions and the others never spoke. Several 
times it was mentioned that this would be a group decision but it was 
clear that the business people were extraneous to this discussion as 
they knew very little about what was being discussed. This was one set 
of decisions that could have been something besides democratic. The 
meeting ended like this: 
Ms. E.: "OK, all those in favor of Bill's model?" (Voices say aye) 
School Person 1: "Does this mean we have an X period?" 
School Person 2: "No it's during regular periods and teachers can 
let other kids go if they show a strong interest.' 
Business Woman 1: "How about a little promotional campaign?" 
Business Woman 2: "Let them (the students) do the marketing and 
take some responsibility for this." (This is 
the first time she's spoken in the meeting and 
she says this with some enthusiasm.) 
School Person 3: "Don't get too excited. If it doesn't fit into 
curriculum, kids don't bring the skills and it 
won't get done." 
At that, the business women became silent and no other business person 
spoke. 
In these examples, attempting to create a sense of democracy was 
translated into an adherence to democratic decision making regardless 
of the circumstances. In both cases democratic decision making was 
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probably not appropriate given the content of the sessions. In both 
cases the expertise of the business people did not appear to be approp¬ 
riately tapped and an adherence to group decision making may have 
decreased their investment in the organization by making them feel 
trivial and extraneous. Trying so hard to create an appearance of group 
empowerment via democratic decision making in all meetings may have had 
unintended negative consequences. Equating democratic decision making 
with collaboration rendered all decisions equal such that little dis¬ 
crimination was made between the important and the trivial or the 
appropriate and the inappropriate. 
Perhaps the bigger problem stemmed from the fact that the group did 
buy into the image of democracy. The constant theme of democratic deci¬ 
sion making may have served to help them feel as if they were really 
participating. However the concept of democratic decision making was 
never tied to responsibility for those decisions so the illusion of 
participation was created more than the reality. A few examples will 
illustrate. When asked what happened with the decisions made in the 
Collaborative, one business person said, "Most of it is administrative 
people from Audobon High School do it." A school person said that that 
kind of follow through was done by task forces. Another school person 
said that the chairperson of each task force was responsible for the 
decisions. No one knew exactly what happened to decisions after they 
were made except that it wasn't their responsibility. 
A vignette from the December Collaborative meeting will illustrate 
the degree to which the group participated in decision making with 
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little sense of responsibility for the decisions that were made. The 
Collaborative had struggled for over two years with the issue of fund¬ 
ing. At the close of the December meeting, the Principal suggested that 
they think about creating a non-profit foundation to support the organi¬ 
zation. One of the business people replied, "I was under the impression 
that this is what we decided last spring. Didn’t we agree to do this 
already?" Another business person agreed that it was a good idea and 
others nodded in agreement. The coordinator then said, "Is there an 
appropriate way to proceed?" The principal said a brochure should be 
done soliciting money from companies for membership and there was some 
discussion about what should be in the brochure. A discussion then 
ensued about the legal difficulties with foundations and finally the 
topic was changed. In this typical decision making scenario, the coor¬ 
dinator was left with two decisions that both involved a tremendous 
amount of responsibility—the creation of a foundation and a brochure— 
and she was left holding the bag. The group enjoyed the benefits of 
shared decision making without having to confront the realities of 
shared responsibility for those decisions. 
Energy spent in creating appearances about Collaborative accom¬ 
plishments and democratic decision making were probably designed to 
create feelings of investment in the organization. In actuality, keep¬ 
ing up these appearances created the illusion of a high degree of shared 
involvement, thus potentially serving to suppress needed information. 
Creating powerful images of organizational success and shared decision 
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making left little evidence that the Collaborative might not be running 
the kind of shared involvement that those images conveyed. 
Indirectness. A key factor in preventing needed information from 
surfacing was a constant pattern of indirectness. Indirectness charac¬ 
terized the coordinator's style, but also seemed to be a norm for school 
people s behavior. It was as if it were absolutely against the rules to 
follow up on an issue directly and in public. This reticence to ask or 
answer questions publicly kept the degree of mutuality in problem owner¬ 
ship fuzzy and untested. 
The coordinator had a tremendous desire to share the leadership of 
the Collaborative. She had tried to encourage other members to partici¬ 
pate by adopting a very facilitative leadership style. She often soli¬ 
cited other people's opinions and asked the group for advice on how to 
proceed in meetings. However this facilitative leadership style ap¬ 
peared to have translated into a rule that prohibited her from directly 
posing a question or confronting a problem. 
When she wanted to ask for something it was usually posed like 
this: 
"I sent out a note with the minutes from the last meeting. I'd 
like people to consider being advocates for (?) at Town Meeting. 
Do you know people who would be interested? If you do let me 
know." 
Or when, in the next to last meeting of the year, she wanted to deal 
with the group's future, she framed it this way: 
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I think we have come to a critical point in our history. We 
either make a major jump or remain a resource network. I think we 
have to address that at the May meeting." 
She then referred them to a handout she had prepared as food for 
thought. It outlined differences between Audobon and other more colla¬ 
borative partnerships in the state. Rather than read over it with them 
and explain what it meant or field questions, she suggested that they 
look at it before the May meeting. She finished by saying: 
"We have to take steps or be content with being a resource network 
which is what we represent at this point. Unless you have further 
thoughts, I'd suggest you informallly call me about anything you'd 
like to add." 
This penchant for indirectness sometimes had a nagging quality 
about it when it was used as a way of bringing up organizational prob¬ 
lems. On several occasions the coordinator would begin a meeting by 
apologizing for not having coffee because it was too expensive and for 
not having minutes of the last meeting because secretarial service 
wasn't available. Often the summaries of meetings that were mailed to 
members would have footnotes which read, "*Notes based on recollection, 
secretarial coverage not available." In a discussion about the Colla¬ 
borative sponsored Community Visiting Day event, she said, "We're work¬ 
ing on a donut supply for the morning. Schools are poor places. We'd 
accept help with providing donuts." Posing organizational problems in 
this indirect almost one-down fashion prevented them from being raised 
to the level where mutuality could be tested in solving them. 
Ill 
This indirectness characternized not only the coordinator's way but 
other school persons' ways of presenting problems or requests. This 
served to leave everything in the school’s hands without getting any 
immediate sense of who else wanted to participate. Follow up always 
happened where no one else could see it. An excerpt from a Collabora¬ 
tive meeting shows two other school people, including the coordinator, 
playing this game: 
Ms. P. (school person): "Departments are brainstorming resources 
they want. Those will be in tomorrow. . . . Contacting 
resources is cooperative. Ms. E. (the coordinator) will 
initiate contacts. For follow up paperwork we'll be asking 
for secretarial help. January is a hard time but we'll be 
asking for help at that time ..." 
Ms. E.: "We'll be sending out requests for extra speakers. That 
request will be coming to you with the notes of this meeting. 
Community Visiting Day—do we have a day?" 
Ms. C. (school person): "Yes, it will be Tuesday, March 13. The 
only real progress, which is limited, is some discussion. If 
anyone from the business community has ideas about what they'd 
like to see? We respect your time limitations. We have no 
one on the committee from the business community. I'd appre¬ 
ciate your ideas." 
Ms. E.: "Also we'll be looking to you people to find the right 
people to come. We need people who are Audobon residents who 
are in positions of influence. And people who are key 
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communicators. If you'd brainstorm in your mind the people 
who should come. 
Arthur gave me the article that was in your packet. If 
anyone has any connections to Tsongas' office? 
"I'll just plain ask you for a list. (Pause) 
"I'll share the reciprocity list. We've gotten a list 
from faculty of things they can share with you. Hopefully 
after the new year we'll get that out to you." 
The above excerpt was typical of the way problems, requests, and expec¬ 
tations were framed. When the coordinator finally said, "I'll just 
plain ask you for a list," it was as if she had said something shock¬ 
ingly direct. And then she quickly followed it up with reference to the 
reciprocity list. 
This pattern of indirectness persisted around answering questions 
as well as asking them. This may have been particularly damaging from 
the school people in the Collaborative who represented some degree of 
power from central office. As was mentioned briefly before, both school 
and business members in the organization expressed some skepticism about 
the degree to which central administration was supportive of the Colla¬ 
borative. The degree of directness from central administration in deal¬ 
ing with people did little to allay fears. 
Presumably a replacement was to be found for the Assistant Superin¬ 
tendent, Dr. M., who resigned leaving a perceived leadership void for 
many. His resignation was particularly felt by the Computer Education 
Task Force whose job this year was to decide how to spend the $150,000 
113 
m computer money that they had gotten from the town the previous year. 
Even though Dr. McG., the junior high principal, later assumed acting 
assistant superintendent duties, he did not make clear connections with 
the computer committee. They went ahead with their task force work for 
the year without a member from central administration. As was alluded 
to earlier, the Computer Education Task Force finally found out indi¬ 
rectly that the work they had put in for the year was moot. Central 
administration had decided to take the $150,000 and spend it on person¬ 
nel and in the words of Dr. McG., "The unfortunate part was that no one 
got back to the people involved." The Computer Education Task Force was 
very upset over this but, as might be expected, most of it was expressed 
indirectly. 
That kind of indirectness did little to inspire the confidence mem¬ 
bers needed to make commitments to the future development of the organi¬ 
zation. In the final meeting of the year which was geared primarily 
toward making decisions about the organization’s future, this indirect¬ 
ness persisted as these examples illustrate. Near the end of the dis¬ 
cussion, a business representative turns to Dr. McG. and says: 
Dr. I. (business representative): "So we seem to have enough 
interest from people at levels so whether we continue as an 
entity is what I’m hearing. Dr. McG., I'm not sure the school 
system will support it?" 
Dr. McG. did not respond quickly and another school person began speak¬ 
ing about levels of recruitment for members. After about eight minutes 
of discussion on other topics, one of the school members raised the 
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issue again saying, 
Mr. T. (school person): "We need to clear up how much support we 
can get from our own administration. Dr. McG., you're the man 
that signs the papers?" 
This time Dr. McG. replies. 
Dr. McG.: "I haven't heard anything here that's not sounded 
reasonable." 
Finally the coordinator tries to pull the meeting together in terms of 
action steps for the organization. She turns to Dr. McG. and says: 
Ms. E.: "From an administrative point of view, what do we need to 
do?" 
Dr. McG.: "To think of all the things we’ ve done and done very 
well and not focus on what we didn't do." 
The vagueness of his comment was not particularly helpful in moving the 
organization toward planning its future. 
Diffusing conflict. Closely related to this indirectness were 
organizational patterns around confronting problems and dealing with 
conflict. Three typical ways of handling potential conflict and prob¬ 
lems were putting it into committee, changing the topic, or downplaying 
its seriousness. Given these patterns, it made it very difficult to 
ever notice a problem, much less work it through. 
These conflict patterns surfaced in the initial meeting of the 
year. As was described in an earlier section, Dr. M., the Assistant 
Superintendent, raised an objection to the narrow interpretation of the 
Collaborative's goals in the policy statement. Two people began talking 
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at once after he continued to press his point and what was said became a 
little confusing. As an observer, my own comments at the time were: 
O.C.: "What happened to Dr. M.’s objections? I think she (the 
coordinator) said that she'd deal with making the changes." 
In the summary of the meeting that was sent out to members, the handling 
of the incident was described this way: 
"After some discussion it was agreed that the committee (the Policy 
Paper committee) in concert with Dr. M. and Mr. G. (a business 
representative) would review this portion of the policy paper." 
Whether the committee that reviewed the redraft ever existed or not 
is a question. However the method of handling the conflict certainly 
made an impression on people. When one school member was asked how the 
group would handle conflict if it occurred, she replied: 
"Well I think it would be handled the way it was with Dr. M." 
(Interviewer probe) "Well they said that they would include the 
words—I believe were—'We will write'—yes, 'Dr. M., we will write 
a sentence with which you will be happy.' Now I've never seen that 
happen in a meeting before ..." 
Three other members mentioned that conflict would be worked out by 
tabling an issue or by putting it into a committee. 
Some Collaborative members felt that norms of professionalism and 
politeness made too direct an expression of disagreement inappropriate. 
For example, one school member said: 
"No I can't think of any instances of open disagreement because 
most people in the Collaborative are administrators of some sort 
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who have a sense of how to handle conflict, what situations you 
work on it, so in meetings there is no direct conflict." 
And another business representative made it clear that expression of 
disagreement violated rules of good conduct. He felt that Dr. M. had 
come on a little too strongly in meetings. As he put it, 
"I think the Assistant Superintendent who left, I suspect, had 
quite a bit to say about the Collaborative at one point—at least 
he seemed to be outspoken at some of the meetings. Also to say a 
few things that were, I think, counterproductive to the Collabora¬ 
tive. I think maybe that's one of the reasons that some of the 
industry people aren't here this year." 
Not surprisingly, many Collaborative members said they had never 
seen conflict. Most of this had to do with the two remaining conflict 
diffusion strategies. Perhaps the most popular way of avoiding a prob¬ 
lem was changing the topic. This happened countless times in meetings. 
The short scene which began this section of the chapter illustrated a 
typical example. A business representative. Dr. I., after asking if the 
group believed in their purposes enough to move on them, got this re¬ 
sponse from acting Assistant Superintendent, Dr. McG., "You ask diffi¬ 
cult questions. I'm going to get a cup of coffee." The topic then 
quickly shifted in the meeting. 
In the next to the last meeting of the year, more conflict surfaced 
than the observer had ever seen in the organization. Near the end of 
the meeting, Dr. McG. was asked by the coordinator to make a report for 
the Computer Education Task Force about Phase II of the computer 
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project. It was at this point that he explained that an "unfortunate 
misunderstanding" had occurred because no one had gotten back to the 
computer committee. The chairs had been arranged in rows for that meet¬ 
ing as there had been a speaker and two of the computer committee, Mr. 
W. and Mr. J., sat with their backs to Dr. McG. and had definite frowns 
on their faces. They did not turn around as he spoke. 
Dr. I., an active and influential business member who knew little 
about the situation, made a statement saying that the trade off in re¬ 
source allocation probably made sense. At this point, Mr. W., without 
turning around and facing Dr. McG., began to speak. This is the scene. 
Mr. W.: "I’ve got one small comment. That money was not school 
money but town money." 
Dr. McG.: "No it was called ’in the bucket’ money and it's used 
for maintenance and special purposes." 
Mr. W.: "I understand what the bureaucrats call it. This is just 
what the good Dr. Sizer (the speaker that day) was talking 
about. No money for R&D but for fixing roads. The only ones 
to suffer are the kids." 
Dr. I. (business): "If it’s going to staff, it is R&D." 
Dr. McG.: "The $150,000 is not town money, not school money, but 
it's ’in the bucket' money or a third category, a separate 
category for special projects." 
Ms. E.: "I think I should tell you about the approach from Digi¬ 
tal. But I'd like to get back to Mr. E., Mr. W., and Mr. P. 
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(the computer committee). I don't know when—when Is it 
convenient?" 
After this change of topic by the coordinator, the principal began to 
talk about plans for next year for computer labs. The talk stayed in 
the area of computers but the topic of the Phase II money was temporar¬ 
ily dropped. After several people mentioned the number of computers 
other school systems had. Dr. I., who previously had supported the 
school system's use of the money, raised the issue again. 
Dr. I.: "With the current state of the art, $150,000 would have 
bought two hundred Apples." 
Mr. W.: "That’s right." 
Dr. I.: "It might be prudent to spend that money differently." 
Ms. E. : "Digital’s not ready to give us a training package yet. 
Perhaps there's a way for us to bring our staff to their New 
Bedford facility. I'm also not convinced that Hewlett-Packard 
would not listen to a proposal from us." 
In this way, through continual avoidance and topic changing, the Colla¬ 
borative membership was able to avoid seeing conflict. It seldom had a 
chance to surface long enough. 
The final way with which issues were dealt was through diffusing 
the seriousness of a problem. The rule in this situation seemed to be 
that to admit a serious problem might be too discouraging so make it 
look as if it's no big deal. One problem that several people had no¬ 
ticed in spite of this pattern around problem confrontation was the 
declining number of business people attending meetings regularly. In 
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interviews, several members commented that they could not remember other 
business people on task forces and they were getting worried about this. 
All members were encouraged to attend the final meeting of the year to 
discuss the future of the organization. Only five industry representa¬ 
tives attended. The problem of waning membership emerged at that meet¬ 
ing this is how it was dealt with: 
Ms. R. (business representative): "Our company is Audobon based 
and it is my job to be the community representative. Right 
now I just got into it, but I'm surprised that some of the big 
companies don't have representatives." 
Ms. E. quickly responds, 
Ms. E.: "I think it's wisdom to interject a positive note. Dr. 
McG. and I met Mr. F. who's President of the Audobon Chamber 
of Commerce and manager at Hewlett-Packard. Through Frank we 
learned that the Collaborative may be an important project of 
the Chamber. That's happy report #1. Happy report //2 is that 
Mr. F. does feel that with some peer influence we can gain 
representatives from West Audobon. Dr. McG., do you want to 
add anything?" 
As soon as the problem was raised, happy reports were immediately given 
to diffuse it. Ultimately the issue of membership was put into com¬ 
mittee at the close of the meeting. 
Summary 
The organizational norms and patterns around creating appearances, 
engaging in indirectness, and diffusing conflict helped to keep the 
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Collaborative at a virtual standstill in working out some sense of 
shared identity and future. The group had been unable to do the reality 
testing necessary to assess where it was, who it was, and what it wanted 
to be. 
The final meeting of the year ended with the coordinator taking a 
more directive role than the observer had witnessed all year. She laid 
out her sense of the three most important decisions to be made and 
directly asked industry members to take on committee assignments to 
address these. The following excerpt from the summary of that meeting 
spells out the plan. 
"After ongoing conversation three (3) subcommittees were 
created: 
(1) Expanded Membership: to research the potential of ex¬ 
panding the membership of the Collaborative via corporate 
expansion and parent contact. Ms. L.; Mr. J. 
(2) Foundation: to research the desirability of establishing 
an autonomous foundation to support public education in 
Audobon; to compare advantages of possible foundation 
variations; and to measure acceptability of Collaborative 
membership fees. Dr. I. 
(3) Wish List: to survey administration, staff and students 
to present a proposed wish list of projects for implemen¬ 
tation by the 1984-1984 Collaborative. Ms. R., Mr. G., 
Mr. M., Ms. E. 
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Each subcommittee will report in writing by June 15th and the 
resulting report will be mailed to all Collaborative members soon 
thereafter. Assigned committee members may call upon other Colla¬ 
borative representatives for additional assistance. 
In summary there is a sense of the group that the Collabora¬ 
tive must decide whether it will remain a resource network or 
assume a greater role in the support of public education in Audo- 
bon. It is agreed that the potential for the second model exists 
but the issue of commitment remains unresolved.” 
In a report mailed to Collaborative members on June 25, 1984, the 
coordinator summarized the results from those committees. The Member¬ 
ship Committee recommended that six companies be asked to send represen¬ 
tatives to the Collaborative as well as requesting the Audobon Chamber 
of Commerce to take an interest in the group. Dr. I., the Foundation 
Committee, reported that it would be possible to create a foundation to 
do the type of work the Collaborative did. However, approximately eight 
corporations, fifteen small businesses, and thirty individuals would 
need to be signed up as paying members to meet the basic costs of incor¬ 
poration. He recommended that these people be signed up before drafting 
articles or bylaws. The Wish List Committee had gotten forty-two com¬ 
pleted surveys back with prioritized wishes for Collaborative projects. 
There was no indication that any committee addressed how these recommen¬ 
dations would be implemented. Additionally, the report mentioned that 
the Principal of Audobon High School would request a meeting in late 
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July for the purpose of forming an executive steering committee for the 
Collaborative. 
After two and a half years, the Collaborative had still been unable 
to deal with the question of deciding "whether it will remain a resource 
network or assume a greater role in the support of public education in 
Audobon." Whether Collaborative members had any clear feeling or under¬ 
standing of that as an issue is debatable. The final yearly meeting, 
attended by only a small number of members, did not convey that sense. 
Further, whether the organization could ever be the collaborative model 
that the coordinator hoped it to be is a question worth exploring and 
will be examined in the next section. 
Section Three: Audobon and Collaboration 
The researcher has suggested in the preceding section that the real 
struggle in Audobon was not the development of a collaborative organiza¬ 
tion, but the development of a functioning organization of any kind. 
Although the coordinator suggested to the group that they were a re¬ 
source network, whether there was a coherent organizational identity 
that the group shared is questionable. Understanding the "reality" of 
Audobon from the perspective of the struggle for organizational identity 
seemed to be a more critical lens for explanation than the researcher 
ever imagined. Section Two of this chapter documented the interpretive 
barriers that appeared to block the development of an organizational 
identity and thus an organizational future. However if an organiza¬ 
tional identity could have been worked through, whether a collaborative 
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organization could be developed at Audobon remains a question to be 
explored. 
A review of pertinent contextual factors demonstrates that some 
very real external barriers existed in Audobon that blocked collabora¬ 
tive development. Most of these were either not or only partially real¬ 
ized by organizational members. As was documented in Section One of 
this chapter, enabling conditions necessary for collaboration were pre¬ 
sent in varying degrees. A brief review of those enabling conditions in 
relation to collaborative possibilities follows. 
Review of Enabling Conditions 
Size, composition, linkage, boundaries. The Collaborative was 
large, listing 36 members. However average attendance was less than 
half that number. In all cases, the ratio of school to business people 
in attendance at meetings was usually at least two to one. Although the 
organization was structured to use small groups of three to five for 
task accomplishment, these small groups were very loosely linked within 
the organization and knew very little about each other. One of the most 
serious problems with relation to this set of enabling conditions was 
the total diffuseness of organizational boundaries. People came and 
went within the organization with amazing frequency. This, coupled with 
the lack of orientation described in Section One, made it very difficult 
to identify a stable collaborative group. As one business person said 
in frustration in the final meeting of the year, 
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But first we need to find us. You say, 'Let the Collaborative 
decide'—but who is the Collaborative? The Collaborative needs 
representatives to sit here." 
The perceived solution to this problem of being unable to identify who 
the Collaborative was continued to leave it unresolved. The solution 
was seen in increased membership as opposed to clarifying member commit¬ 
ment and organizational boundaries. 
Autonomy. As was indicated in Section One, there was a lot of 
variation in how much organizational power each member brought to the 
Collaborative from their home organizations. In general, the school 
representatives did not appear to carry a strong mandate from the school 
system. Both business people and school people questioned in several 
instances the degree of school system support for the Collaborative. 
Business people who had positions of power within their organizations 
were, for the most part, acting as individuals in their Collaborative 
participation. Business people who were representing their organiza¬ 
tions were neither high level managers nor acting directly on behalf of 
top level management. This limited type of mandate from all member 
organizations left the Collaborative in a relatively powerless position. 
As one business person summarized, 
"I think if you’re talking about power, that's one thing. Because 
the Collaborative has no power to demand anything from anybody. 
Everybody’s volunteer." 
Equity of distribution of power. Again as was documented in Sec¬ 
tion One, there were some problems with respect to how equitably power 
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was distributed within the organization. The subgroup of teachers was 
definitely lowest on the hierarchy in terms of intraorganizational 
power. The subgroup of personnel related people from business was also 
regarded as less important in some respects. Although all members were 
accorded respect, some appeared more valued than others and this seemed 
related to position power within their respective home organizations. 
These members were more vocal in meetings than other members and tended 
to influence interaction the most. One exception was a member of the 
personnel subgroup who seemed to be regarded more highly than other mem¬ 
bers of that category because of her high level of commitment to the 
Collaborative. Finally, the larger subsystems of school people and 
business people perceived each other roughly as equals although there 
was some evidence of suspicion and distrust between the two that had not 
been worked through. 
It is clear from the above summary that external barriers related 
to the development of a successful collaborative group were substantial. 
Many contextual factors necessary to collaboration were not or only par¬ 
tially present. But perhaps the most profound barrier was the degree of 
mismatch between Collaborative goals and both its membership and a col¬ 
laborative mode of operating. That some members dimly sensed but could 
not articulate this mismatch and its implications was dramatized 
throughout the year. 
Matching Purpose to the How and Who 
What the Collaborative members agreed were their goals and purposes 
should have provided important direction to both the way the 
126 
organization operated and the type of members best suited to it. Those 
connections were not made, however, and an enormous amount of confusion 
resulted. 
Collaborative goals and purposes were oriented largely towards pro¬ 
viding career oriented programming and projects for students. Accom¬ 
plishing these goals required a lot of scheduling, planning, and coordi¬ 
nating but these were not the kinds of complex problem solving goals 
which required a collaborative task group. The researcher noted on 
several occasions that the presence of business representatives in task 
force meetings seemed unnecessary. The kinds of things being discussed 
at those meetings dealt with internal school logistics, coordination, or 
constraints that the business people had no knowledge or information 
about. As was described in Section Two, a participatory meeting mode 
for an agenda that required so little substantive shared decision making 
seemed highly inappropriate. 
The tasks that lay before most task force groups did not require 
idea generation, creativity, or extensive participatory meetings. The 
notable exception to this was the Computer Education Task Force. They 
were concerned with a complex policy level problem that affected the 
entire school system. The fate of this task force has been described; 
it appears that the school system was not ready this year to have indus¬ 
try members participating so powerfully in this arena. The Task Force 
on Excellence in Education also had an open enough agenda that goals 
meriting collaboration could have developed. This task force, however, 
never really clarified substantive goals. 
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All in all, collaborative processes were ill matched to the type of 
goals chosen by the Collaborative. Although it may be possible for sev¬ 
eral people to collaborate to a limited degree for specific periods of 
time on particular projects, as a way of running the total organization, 
it was not that appropriate. It appeared to be the desire of the coor¬ 
dinator to fit a collaborative mode of operating onto the group regard¬ 
less of the need. As it existed now, the Collaborative was a collabora¬ 
tive in name only. Several business comments reflected that there was 
really nothing particularly new going on because of the organization. 
They viewed it as a way to more formally organize the kind of resource 
coordination that had gone on in a piecemeal fashion before. The busi¬ 
ness person said that he was involved with the Collaborative "before it 
had that name." Another said, 
"The high school had been doing (things) like this anyway, but they 
hadn’t formalized it as much. They didn’t have regular meeting. 
They had someone like Clark Regal who was doing it pretty much on 
his own and in his own little way getting people to do things here 
and there without setting up the structure of the whole Collabora¬ 
tive. That’s another way to do it and I’m not so sure which is the 
best way ..." 
A much more substantive and meaty set of goals and purposes would need 
to emerge before a highly collaborative mode of operating might be a 
more appropriate match for the group. 
The choice of goals and purposes also had implications for member¬ 
ship. A predominantly program oriented set of goals did not require the 
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presence of high level policy makers at meetings. As was documented 
earlier, the core Collaborative business members were split into two 
groups. One group was high level policy makers in organizations and the 
other was mid-level personnel people. The high level policy makers were 
involved in the Computer Education Task Force and the Excellence in Edu¬ 
cation Task Force, the two task forces which had policy level possibili¬ 
ties. The personnel subgroup were involved in the program oriented task 
forces. As mentioned, the potential policy level task forces did not 
develop at all this year. The program oriented task forces were the 
only ones that accomplished concrete objectives and enjoyed the full 
support of the Collaborative. Given that coordinating programmatic 
goals appeared to be primarily what the Collaborative was about, soli¬ 
citing high level organizational decision makers as active members was 
probably not that appropriate. 
The possibility of bi-level membership based on two tyes of goals 
for the group—one policy goals and the other programming goals—was an 
option if there was some reason to believe that policy level goals would 
be supported by the Collaborative and the school system. But the need 
for appropriate match between goals and membership was only dimly real¬ 
ized by organizational members. The coordinator commented that business 
participation broke down roughly around sex lines with the women doing 
the "housework" and the men doing the "comprehensive planning." It was 
not clear if she realized the match of organizational position power to 
goal selection and hence the need for an expanded definition of 
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organizational purpose to accommodate those interested in "comprehensive 
planning." 
One business person struggled with the notion of matching through¬ 
out the entire last meeting of the year. However he could not seem to 
get other people to understand his point. Early in the meeting when the 
coordinator told the group that they needed to establish a foundation 
and change their operating structure so as to move beyond a resource 
network, he wanted to know why. He asked what were they going to be 
doing differently that required all of these changes. In other words, 
he asked for an accounting of a match between goals and mode of operat¬ 
ing. The coordinator answered his questions by using a circular defense 
of a particular operational mode and not in terms of goals. As alluded 
to earlier in Section Two, she told him that an autonomous organization 
and a foundation were needed so there would be adequate funding and 
support for the Collaborative. 
Later in the meeting he said perhaps his problem was with words, 
but he still did not understand what it was the organization was going 
to do different than it had been doing. After two more requests for 
more specific goal direction, he commented that if it weren’t for the 
kids, he’d find something less frustrating to do. Finally, when the 
discussion turned to the need to increase membership, he said one last 
time, "We need to start with goals next year and then go to membership." 
He was really struggling with the need to match organizational goals to 
both an appropriate mode of operating and to membership plans. After 
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this last comment was not picked up on by others in the group, he gave 
up and fell silent. 
In summary, there was only minimal satisfaction of enabling condi¬ 
tions for collaboration and a poor match of organizational purposes to a 
collaborative mode of operating. These factors made the possibilities 
of developing a collaborative organization in Audobon very problematic. 
The more important questions for the Audobon group to address given 
their particular reality appear to be what are we doing, who are we, and 
what mode of operating fits who and what we are. 
Summary 
Chapter IV was broken down into three sections. Section One de¬ 
scribed some of the history of the Audobon Collaborative and provided 
some context for understanding how the organization operated. It also 
described the organization with respect to some of the contextual fac¬ 
tors relating to collaboration. 
Section Two presented the central organizational drama. The strug¬ 
gle at Audobon had more to do with creating a coherent organizational 
identity of any sort than with creating a collaborative organization. 
The Collaborative had not developed a viable sense of itself as an 
organization and consequently had not developed much in its two and a 
half year history. The perceptual conditions necessary for enacting an 
interorganizational relationship had not been met with much success. 
Additionally, observations revealed organizational patterns that seemed 
to block the working through to a shared organizational identity. These 
patterns dealt with creating appearances, sustaining norms of 
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indirectness, and diffusing conflict. These appeared to form a real set 
of internal barriers that blocked development of an organizational 
identity and thus an organizational future. 
Section Three summarized and described some of the barriers to the 
possibilities of developing a collaborative organization in Audobon. 
The minimal presence of enabling conditions related to collaboration 
were summarized. Finally, the connection between the choice of goals 
for the organization and its poor match to a collaborative mode of 
operating as well as its role in the selection of appropriate Collabo¬ 
rative membership was described. 
The initial research questions which focused this study have been 
addressed through providing a description of the interorganizational 
relationship oriented around the researcher’s sense of its major issue 
and personality patterns. The initial research question about identity 
and purpose was dealt with in Section Two. The researcher concluded 
that purpose was a subset of identity, and that this lack of consensus 
about identity was a major issue for the interorganizational group. 
The research question dealing with how the organization operates 
with respect to critical elements of collaboration was dealt with in all 
three sections. Description and analysis of the Collaborative with 
respect to enabling conditions were provided in Sections One and Three. 
The researcher made the case that enabling conditions for collaboration 
were minimally met in some cases and not at all in others. 
A description of the organizational patterns in Section Two pro¬ 
vided a view of organizational processes. Information on communication, 
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leadership, and decision making was woven throughout the description of 
the three patterns as well as through parts of the subsection on iden¬ 
tity. A description of conflict management in the group was more 
directly addressed in the subsection on diffusing conflict. The coordi¬ 
nator was the initiator and conduit for most communication. Much of the 
leadership and decision making was also concentrated in her. Conflict 
management was an avoided issue as was described. 
The nature and process of organization in a collaborative school- 
business partnership have been addressed in this research study by pro¬ 
viding a description of the central organizational theme and related 
organizational patterns. Rather than addressing the initial research 
questions in a linear manner, the information was woven throughout the 
description to provide a representation of the Collaborative that more 
closely matched the researcher's experience of it. 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
Chapter V will be oriented around the following question, "What can 
he learned from this study about school-business partnerships specific¬ 
ally and about collaborative interorganizational relationships in 
general?" The chapter is divided into four sections. The first section 
will contain a discussion of the researcher’s most significant learnings 
based on the findings of this study. The second section will describe 
possible implications of these learnings for consultants both in working 
with interorganizational relationships in general and more specifically, 
in the development of school-business partnerships. A third section 
will contain a discussion of theoretical implications of this study for 
interorganizational relationships. Finally, the fourth section will 
review the importance of the methodology of this study. 
Discussion 
The researcher’s most powerful sense of what was learned through 
the months of conducting this study is of the critical importance of 
assessing match. In the preceding sentence, equal emphasis is placed on 
both the words "assessing" and "match" as the researcher feels that 
there are two significantly different operations implied in that state¬ 
ment. The researcher also feels that the most significant learnings 
from this study have perhaps more to do with the partnering of organiza¬ 
tions in general than with the specific partnership of schools and 
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business. Although important inferences may be drawn about school- 
business partnerships, these appeared as secondary in importance to the 
researcher. 
Assessing match implies two different operations for an interorgan- 
izational relationship. Through placing the emphasis first on the verb 
"assess," the researcher is suggesting the importance of actively pur¬ 
suing the interpretive schemes that make up a sense of organizational 
identity or collective self-image. In emphasizing the noun "match," the 
researcher is suggesting the importance of understanding the concept of 
the relationship of both contextual and interpretive variables to the 
creation of an interorganizational relationship and hence, dealing with 
the issue of fit. Each of these operations will be discussed in turn. 
Assessment 
The researcher suggested that the primary struggle of the Audobon 
Collaborative was in creating a coherent organizational identity. This 
self-image of the group hinged upon finding the answers to three basic 
questions: (1) Who are we? (2) What are we doing? [Why should we work 
together?] and (3) How do we work together? The author felt that the 
Audobon group was unable to arrive at enough shared answers to these 
questions to really define themselves coherently as an organization. In 
Audobon there were many combinations of answers to those questions and 
there was no prevailing view. In a situation where the interorganiza¬ 
tional interaction is purely voluntary, a shared sense of self was cri¬ 
tical glue. Without that glue, the group floundered and had simply been 
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unable to move anywhere as an organization in its two and a half year 
history. 
The importance of a collective and felt sense of purpose to self- 
image in a voluntary relationship has been deeply impressed upon the 
researcher. The really intense period of self-assessment necessary to 
get beyond generalities in the interorganizational mission seems to have 
been avoided in the Audobon experience. Everyone thought it was a nice 
idea to have business and education work together. The organizational 
mission of a business was discussed in general. The organizational mis¬ 
sion of the school was described. And there were some general ways in 
which people could describe how those missions overlapped. But that was 
never pushed to the point where this particular set of businesses and 
this particular school system really identified a problem that both of 
them felt keenly enough to say, "Oh, this is us. This is something in 
this town at this moment that you and I both experience and we should 
work together on this ..." Rather, the Audobon group seemed to get 
together because it was an intelligent and nice thing to do. 
The importance of that pushing through to the felt common ground 
cannot be overestimated in the eyes of the researcher. If there s not 
something there, then it may not be worth the effort it takes to enact 
an interorganizational relationship. If there's not an identifiable 
task, people need to recognize that early on and perhaps know when it's 
time to get out. The critical need for taking a long and hard look at 
why specific organizations should work together and for finding answers 
that come from their experience and not from their intellect appears to 
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be a fundamental building block for developing a shared identity. Genu¬ 
ine assessment appears to be a precondition for developing identity in a 
voluntary interorganizational relationship. 
The researcher’s impression of the Audobon group was that they did 
go through the motions of assessment. But for several reasons that pro¬ 
cess did not go far enough. As is often the case, the idea that organi¬ 
zations might consciously work together rather than alone to accomplish 
something was a relatively novel suggestion and certainly, experience 
for many there. The idea that the different constituencies of schools 
and business might collaborate was also somewhat novel. The impetus for 
that initial coming together was from the school. It appears that, as 
it was a "new" idea, the school needed or felt they needed to convince 
the business constituency that this was indeed a good idea. By the time 
the researcher arrived on the scene, the business constituency was in¬ 
deed convinced that it was a "good" idea and could generate a lot of 
rhetoric in support of that. 
However the assessment process never seemed to go beyond the gener¬ 
al "it’s a good idea" to "why is it that it’s a good idea for me to work 
with you." Based on the patterns of indirectness, conflict diffusion, 
etc. described in the data analysis, the researcher believes that 
assessment never went to the needed level out of fear. The school con¬ 
stituency and coordinator may have been afraid to really push the ques¬ 
tion of why they should work together for fear the business people would 
go away, for fear that the latter really didn't feel an answer to that 
question on a gut level. The thinking may have been that if the 
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business people just hung around long enough, then they’d really get the 
idea of why it was a good idea for them to work with the schools. 
The other piece of that blocked assessment process may have been 
because, in this case, the schools really didn’t want to know about 
business’s definition of problems. They were not really interested in 
lotting the businesses participate in defining the common ground over 
which their interorganizational mission might lay. The school did all 
the assessment of what was needed in the partnership. The school de¬ 
fined the problems to be addressed every year and asked the business 
people to work on them. The business people also frequently said to the 
school, "Just tell me what you need and I’ll help you." It may well be 
that they did not want to spend the energy to codefine purposes that 
came from both their organizations. However, the fact that the felt 
problems were those felt and articulated by the school was important 
information for the issue of matching that will be discussed later. 
Assessment is not only related to the question of why organizations 
should work together. Assessment is enacted through specific people. 
And who is doing the asking of those why questions is intimately re¬ 
lated to the types of answers that can emerge. The factors of why and 
who are constantly related in a dynamic interplay and neither necessar¬ 
ily precedes the other. 
The Audobon group also had assessment problems with regards to who. 
They could not push deep enough around membership issues from two per¬ 
spectives. One had to do with boundaries and the second had to do with 
levels. If the group could have really pushed itself to do some hard 
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assessment, they would have been forced to go beyond the generic "Who 
thinks it's a good idea to work with me?" to "Who wants to work with 
me? Again, it appeared that they were too frightened to ask that ques¬ 
tion for fear that no one would say, "I do." So the group constantly 
kept expanding its boundaries in the hopes that some active combination 
of ingredients would emerge. 
The other issue related to "who" had to do with the distinctly dif¬ 
ferent levels of power and authority represented in the membership. As 
described in the data analysis, there were definitely two distinct 
groups of business representatives, one with low power and one with 
high. The school had several levels represented also. Each of the two 
levels of business people had probably unconsciously self-selected them¬ 
selves along different answers to the why question. But the group could 
not bring themselves as an organization to consciously say, "Who are 
we?" If we’re policy makers then we need to be this and if we’re line 
staff then we need to be that and if we’re both, we need to be this and 
that. Assessment never seemed to get beyond, "What can we do as busi¬ 
ness people and school people?" to, "What can we do because of the spe¬ 
cific business people and school people that we are?" 
The researcher does not mean to imply that assessment happens only 
in the initial phases of an interorganizational relationship. It un¬ 
doubtedly keeps happening throughout the relationship. But some initial 
answers at a very concrete level seem imperative to providing the group 
with enough of a sense of identity to make the interorganizational 
journey both possible and comprehensible. What is done with the 
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answers to those very concrete assessment questions is the second part 
of the complex interorganizational puzzle. The whole idea of being able 
to match those answers with a concept of best fit seems critical and is 
a second major learning from this study. 
Matching 
The importance of understanding the concept of best fit for those 
engaged in an interorganizational relationship was dramatically illus¬ 
trated in this study. Some fundamental problems and frustrations 
emerged that may have been avoided or at least understood had those 
involved had such a framework. 
The matching typology of Loughran (1981) and further elaborated by 
Barnes and Reed (1983) was used in the review of literature as a means 
of explaining the notion of fit. As a reminder, that typology suggests 
that there are types of interorganizational interactions which are pro¬ 
gressively more intense. These types are seen as points along a con¬ 
tinuum which could unidimensionally be pictured as the following: 
-0-9-0- 
Networking Coordination Collaboration 
Each of these three interorganizational relationships can be understood 
along certain critical dimensions, specifically, enabling conditions, 
goals and purposes, and processes. A particular interorganizational 
relationship like collaboration requires a particular constellation of 
variables on these three dimensions. In other words, specific enabling 
conditions, goals and purposes, and processes are necessary for collabo 
ration. This is true for the other types of interorganizational 
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relationships as well. If there is mismatch on any of these dimensions, 
the interorganizational relationship could encounter serious difficulty. 
Barnes and Reed represent graphically the above typology using a three- 
way matrix as illustrated on the following page. 
As a way of understanding some of the difficulties in the Audobon 
group, the above typology was enormously useful. The researcher feels 
that the particular typology is perhaps less important than the concept 
of matching. If the Audobon group had grasped the importance of match¬ 
ing, they may have intuitively created an appropriate relationship for 
themselves just as many groups do. But not only were many questions 
never genuinely asked, they were also not asked in relationship to one 
another. Just as they did not clearly answer, "Who are we?" and "What 
are we doing together?" they also avoided or didn't know how to ask, 
"How should we work together because of who we are and what we want to 
do together?" This is the heart of the matching issue and it accounted 
for many of the organizational difficulties. 
As was documented in Chapter IV, many of the necessary elements for 
collaboration were not present in the Audobon group. For example, the 
degree of commitment to the Collaborative by member organizations 
through their representatives was highly uneven and also insufficient 
for collaboration. To try to work together in a collaborative fashion 
was by definition problematic. However it may not be necessary that 
individuals attempting to engage in an interorganizational relationship 
know the "necessary elements" of collaboration or any other type of 
interorganizational relationship. But it is very important that they 
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match the reality of who they are and what they want to do, to how they 
operate and what they can do. The matching of those realities was gen¬ 
erally avoided in Audobon. 
The above discussion has focused on the researcher's sense of the 
importance of assessing match in an interorganizational relationship. 
The specific context that provided the researcher data for drawing these 
conclusions was the Audobon Business/Industry/Community/Education Colla¬ 
borative. However the writer feels that these conclusions may have more 
to do with the fact that these were organizations attempting to work to¬ 
gether than with the specific character of the organizations involved. 
The author also believes that there were many possible implications from 
the study that did have more to do with the fact that the partnership 
was composed of schools and businesses. Those as well as other more 
general implications that may be of significance to consultants working 
with interorganizational partnerships are detailed in the following sec¬ 
tion. 
Implications: Consultation 
Assessment 
The potential importance of having an outside consultant facilitat¬ 
ing the interorganizational relationship was impressed upon the re¬ 
searcher. The Collaborative seemed blocked by an inability to recognize 
or confront some important issues and by patterns that had developed 
that maintained this impassse. An outside person may have been more 
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able to push the group to work through these blocks as it appeared they 
were not able to find that push from within. 
The writer s major conclusions from this study also point to the 
potential benefits of an outside consultant in creating interorganiza— 
tional relationships. As was discussed in the previous section, an 
intense period of assessment was seen as paramount in the opinion of the 
researcher. The assessment should involve initial answers to the ques¬ 
tions that provide the foundation for organizational identity. As was 
mentioned, these questions are: (1) Who are we? (2) What are we doing? 
[Why should we work together?] and (3) How should we work together? 
As was alluded to earlier, the researcher sees the most crucial 
initial building block in addressing the question, "What are we doing? 
[Why should we work together?]" The issue of who is doing the asking of 
that question and how it informs subsequent answers should be explicitly 
addressed by the consultant. However answering the question of who we 
are can remain flexible until the question of what we are doing is ini¬ 
tially answered. 
The crucial role of the consultant in this period, in the opinion 
of the researcher, is to push the group’s answers to purpose questions 
beyond the level of generality and rhetoric. The need to do so was 
dramatically confirmed in this study. The consultant should push each 
organization to define their specific organizational mission and to talk 
about any problems they may have. If in this discussion there is clear 
and felt overlap among organizations as to a shared problem that falls 
within the purview of each organization’s mission, then there is a basis 
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to proceed. If after prolonged discussion, there is no genuine area of 
felt shared problem, it is the opinion of the writer that a consultant 
could be most helpful in assisting groups to know when to gracefully 
disengage. This may be true at later stages, too. There can be nega¬ 
tive consequences to attempting to engage in interorganizational rela¬ 
tionships when it is not or no longer appropriate. An outside consul¬ 
tant may be more able to help a group recognize and come to terms with 
that. 
The potential importance of a consultant in this initial phase has 
perhaps more to do with vested interest than with her ability to help 
the group deal with difficult issues. If it is true that the process of 
arriving at a shared definition of a felt problem is the fundamental 
building block of a healthy interorganizational relationship, then it 
may be important that no single organization be in control of facilitat¬ 
ing that definition process. In Audobon, the definition process never 
really got off the ground as the school maintained control of it. How¬ 
ever in a situation where organizations genuinely tried to work through 
that process, it seems apparent that a person with no vested interest in 
any of the organizations involved might engender more trust. The whole 
question of who controls the defining process is crucial to the future 
development of the organization. If any member organization is setting 
the interorganizational agenda at this point, there may be less chance 
for growth. An outside consultant may have considerably more ease in 
keeping the initial definitional process more open, trustworthy, and 
balanced. 
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The definitional process as suggested by this author is clearly a 
complex pulling together of different interests. Recommending the need 
for this process was based on the data of this study which suggested the 
critical importance of working through the elements of organizational 
identity. Based on these findings, the researcher would suggest that 
consultants encourage those interested in creating collaborative school- 
business partnerships to keep the number of organizations involved small 
and their initial goals simple. The key defining process described 
above as a fundamental building block in developing organizational 
identity is going to be more complicated the more relationships that are 
involved. Schools and businesses are not as naturally enmeshed as are 
many organizations. The concept of "relevant stakeholders" in this case 
has more to do with choice than with prior history. The researcher 
would therefore encourage consultants to help schools identify one or 
perhaps a few businesses with which to work. The chances of defining a 
concrete problem that can join organizations is made infinitely more 
problematic as the pie is cut in more ways. As a consultant, a simple 
school-business model like the "Adopt-A-School" might vastly improve 
chances of success in defining a shared felt problem. Given the com¬ 
plexity of creating interorganizational relationships, the consulting 
maxim from this researcher is less is better. 
Matching for School-Business Partnerships 
Consultants could be of enormous help in the matching process. 
Most fundamentally, a consultant could help the group understand the 
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concept. Secondly, the consultant could aid the group in taking infor¬ 
mation from the assessment work and making decisions based upon it. 
With regards to matching, this study has raised the question for 
the researcher as to whether the idea of collaborative school-business 
partnerships is either feasible or desirable. As was discussed in the 
review of the literature and the analysis, specific types of purposes 
are required before collaboration as way of organizing is needed. The 
data from this study suggest that there may be very few concrete felt 
problems that join business organizations and schools that require col¬ 
laboration. Schools and businesses do tend to have different missions. 
Although at a rhetorical level it is clear that an "investment" in youth 
helps business, at a concrete level it is very difficult to identify the 
place where specific businesses and specific schools really own a common 
problem that merits collaboration. In Audobon, most of the business 
people who had the keenest sense of the Collaborative mission were those 
with children in the school system. They did not participate in the 
Collaborative from the perspective of their own organization's invest¬ 
ment but from the perspective of parental investment. Clearly there 
were business people who did represent their organizations. And the 
kind of shared mission they could define in Audobon had more to do with 
coordinating resources and information sharing than anything else. The 
experiences at Audobon suggest to the researcher that the purposes of 
school-business partnerships in general might be more appropriately 
matched to a less intense type of interorganizational relationship. 
147 
Specific projects that could perhaps be undertaken collaboratively may 
spin off a less tightly organized group. 
The role of the consultant is to help the interorganizational group 
develop its own unique relationship based upon the specifics of their 
situation. Clearly a consultant could have been helpful in Audobon to 
help match the different parts. A multi-leveled organization may have 
been most useful at Audobon and might have general significance as well. 
The organization may have benefited from grouping the policy makers at 
one level and allowing them to define a set of purposes and the line 
people at another level and doing the same. The entire organization 
might be loosely held together under the umbrella of a school-business 
partnership but it could be operating at different levels within the 
respective organizational systems contingent upon the purposes most 
appropriate to a particular group of members. 
The Role of the Individual 
Finally a consultant might be particularly helpful in assisting 
partnership groups to consider the issue of personal fit. Although the 
researcher did not analyze the data from Audobon with special emphasis 
on the roles of individuals, the experience there suggested that person¬ 
alities were a very important ingredient. Assuming as a given that an 
organization is interested in participation in a partnership, a consul¬ 
tant might be very useful in helping them to select the most appropriate 
person within their operation to participate in it. A consultant could 
articulate to a group personal characteristics that may be particularly 
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helpful for participation in interorganizational groups in a way that an 
internal member may be hesitant to do. 
The impressions of the researcher are that the cognitive ability to 
appreciated connectedness and a capacity for flexibility are key for 
those who work in interorganizational relationships. A person who works 
in such a relationship needs to be able to understand the notion that 
there is no one person or thing to blame for a particular problem. Fur¬ 
ther the concept of complex relationships in a web of interrelated parts 
needs to make some degree of sense to the individual who works in a 
partnership. In the Audobon study, the people who seemed to be least 
helpful to the group were those who framed problems as the fault of one 
party or who simply could not grasp the commonalities among the organi¬ 
zations present. 
Further, there is probably a large degree of truth to the fact that 
the operational styles of businesses and schools are different. The 
ideal person to be involved in school-business interorganizational rela¬ 
tionship would be one who enjoys the possibilities of working in a dif¬ 
ferent style than that to which they may be accustomed and with people 
who may operate from significantly different points of view. The 
author’s clear impression from the study was that the Collaborative 
member who posed considerable difficulty for the group was a business 
member who refused to entertain any other way of operating except that 
to which he was accustomed. His inflexibility was a key problem. The 
consultant might be very useful in urging organizations to select as 
representatives to a partnership persons who are good at boundary 
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spanning roles within their own organization. They are thus more likely 
to tolerate the challenges in doing that with groups who may bring con¬ 
siderably different operational norms and histories into a relationship. 
Finally, organizations should be urged to select as representatives 
to interorganizational relationships individuals who have well developed 
group and interpersonal skills or are willing to work at developing 
them. The experience at Audobon highlighted the importance of these 
skills for the researcher. Skills that seemed particularly needed at 
Audobon were primarily in the arena of decision making, leadership, and 
conflict management. The decision making process at Audobon was very 
haphazard. There was great difficulty in clearly identifying problems 
and then logically dealing with them. The difficulties around conflict 
management were described in some detail in Chapter IV. Surfacing and 
dealing with conflict were enormous problems for the group. Finally, 
leadership was an issue. The coordinator’s discomfort in using a direc¬ 
tive style in addition to a facilitative style with the group was a com¬ 
ponent of the problem. But the absence of a notion of functional lead¬ 
ership around particular tasks for the entire group was also a contri¬ 
buting factor. In short, school-business partnerships require a tremen¬ 
dous amount of group and interpersonal skills. It appears very impor¬ 
tant that those engaging in such interorganizational relationships 
appreciate the need for those skills. And the Audobon group and others 
could probably benefit from the presence of a consultant to assist in 
developing skills in the context of their work together. 
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Implications: Interorganizational Theory 
This study has helped to fill out and add to the researcher's theo¬ 
retical conceptions of interorganizational relationships in some impor¬ 
tant ways. From the literature and her experience in this study, she 
has identified three critical dimensions through which to analyze an 
interorganizational relationship. These dimensions are complexity, 
intensity, and development. 
The dimension of complexity has to do with locating the interorgan— 
izational relationship in the larger context in which it is embedded. 
It provides a reading on the big picture. It has to do with the scope 
of the interorganizational relationship or where it is on a continuum 
from locally to internationally focused. Other components of complexity 
have to do with the number and type of organizations involved. Are 
there two or twenty organizations involved and are they all from the 
human service field or is one from business and another from higher 
education. The complexity dimension provides a largely external view of 
the interorganizational relationship and represents the demographics of 
the very complex interorganizational context. Specific issues are 
undoubtedly more salient given the interorganizational relationship's 
location in this broader picture. A good deal of the literature touches 
on this dimension however as this research study focused at the level of 
the particular interorganizational group, it did little to further illu¬ 
minate this dimension. 
The intensity dimension has to do with the looseness and tightness 
of the interorganizational relationship and/or the context in which it 
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is embedded. This dimension is largely an external view of the inter- 
organizational relationship. An example in the literature which deals 
with this dimension in relation to the field or context in which the 
interorganizational relationship is embedded is Emery and Trist's (1965) 
conceptualizations of placid to disturbed—reactive environments. The 
concepts of under or over-organized systems found in Brown (1982) and 
the typology of networking to collaboration reviewed earlier in this 
chapter are analyses of intensity at the level of the specific inter¬ 
organizational relationship. A common theme in the varying schemes of 
analysis has to do with the notion of matching or best fit. A particu¬ 
lar hypothesis about the interorganizational relationship is matched to 
its position on an intensity continuum. The value of matching scheme 
related to the intensity dimension of a particular interorganizational 
relationship was dramatically demonstrated in this study. 
The final critical lens of analysis for interorganizational rela¬ 
tionships is the dimension of development. The major contribution of 
this research to the literature may be in this arena. There is a theo¬ 
retical gap in the interorganizational literature which this study takes 
a step to fill. That gap has to do with the lack of analysis which 
provides an internal view of the development of a particular inter 
organizational relationship over time. 
Both the complexity and intensity dimensions have to do with exter¬ 
nal variables that relate to an interorganizational relationship. The 
experience of the researcher in this study dramatically highlighted the 
need for an analysis of interorganizational relationships that worked 
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from the inside out. In other words, an analysis was needed which could 
reflect the particular experience of a particular collectivity or inter- 
organizational relationship. 
However the dimension of development may not be forever doomed to 
the realm of the idiosyncratic and only analyzed through lengthy case 
studies. The researcher theorizes on the basis of her experience in 
Audobon that interorganizational groups may go through roughly similar 
issues in development. These issues may be similar to other theoretical 
notions of stages of group development. However the researcher specu¬ 
lates that there are important differences. 
Most notably, the researcher believes that the issue of identity 
development in voluntary interorganizational relationships is an abso¬ 
lutely critical key. The case has been made and dramatically illus¬ 
trated through this study that interorganizational relationships often 
have few things that initially hold them together. They generally have 
no office space, no agreed upon leadership hierarchy, no formal rules, 
no job descriptions, etc. There are few inherent norms and rules to 
follow and little in the way of tangible external organizational trap¬ 
pings. As a consequence, the issue of developing a common perception of 
a collective identity takes on a tremendous significance. The research¬ 
er believes that this is the initial stage of development in an inter¬ 
organizational relationship. That common perception of identity is not 
a luxury, but a survival issue for these relationships. 
Identity is more than a membership issue as in other group develop¬ 
ment theories. It is a perception of a collectivity that can be likened 
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to the development of a perception of a self. It may be either implicit 
or explicit. In the case of multiple organizations attempting to work 
together, an overarching conception of a new self that is larger than 
any one organization but composed in some fashion of all of them must 
emerge. It does not matter what form that overarching conception of 
self takes. It could be a simple vision of two liaison people working 
together infrequently or a complex vision of a new multi-organizational 
structure. It does not matter. It matters only that those involved 
have a conception of a "we." We is the place where the multiple organi¬ 
zations overlap in some meaningful way. 
There are two important points to make about this notion of collec¬ 
tive identity. One is, as was said earlier, the conception of a "we" is 
more than a simple membership issue. To develop an identity as an inter- 
organizational relationship means that members can say we are this or 
that. To be something is a composite of answers at a very concrete 
level to the critical questions, (1) what are we doing together, (2) who 
are we, and (3) how do we function. Identity is not made of abstraction 
or rhetoric, but of concrete answers that have developed out of the 
context of several organizations coming together for some reason. 
The issue of identity was raised indirectly again and again at 
Audobon. It was constantly reiterated that "the Collaborative should do 
this" or "the Collaborative should do that." Finally one business mem¬ 
ber said in frustration, "You say, ’Let the Collaborative decide’—but 
who is the Collaborative?" I do not think she was only asking for iden¬ 
tification of the boundaries of the group in that question. She also 
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wanted to know how decisions would get made and how "the Collaborative" 
would do all the things people said it should do. 
There was no common meaning attributed to the term, "the Collabora¬ 
tive." There was no common perception of a self that somehow embodied 
all the organizations involved. And that is the second important point 
to be made about identity. At least at initial stages of interorganiza- 
tional development, perceptions about identity must be roughly similar. 
Again, it does not matter what the perceptions are. But everyone in the 
interorganizational relationship must share a roughly common image of 
the collectivity. This is because in interorganizational relationships 
there is so often little else but perception to hold them together. 
Perhaps, as with developed organizations, greater subunity dissimilarity 
in identity images can be tolerated later. But interorganizational 
relationships will not move into a developed stage unless identity 
issues are worked through. 
On a theoretical level, this dissertation has provided a descrip¬ 
tion of an interorganizational relationship caught in an initial stage 
of development for over two years. Because of the profound importance 
of the perceptual in interorganizational relationships, the researcher 
believes that this initial stage of identity development is both more 
complex and more critical for these relationships than perhaps for other 
situations. The identity issue is critical no matter what the intensity 
of the interorganizational relationship. Although the study provides 
little insight into further stages of interorganizational development, 
one can speculate that there may be similarities to other theories of 
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group development. Once the initial conception of a self is worked out 
the interorganizational relationship may work through issues of power, 
crisis, and productivity as in other groups. However it is clear that 
there may be dramatic differences in how these issues play out given 
differences in intensity of interorganizational relationships. 
A visual image of interorganizational development may look some¬ 
thing like this: 
Critical Issue _Cycle I_Cycle II_Cycle III 
Identity 
Power 
Crisis 
Productivity 
No doubt interorganizational relationships are dealing with all these 
issues at any one time. However this scheme proposes that there is a 
focal issue at any one point in time which must be resolved or the 
interorganizational unit may be stuck in it permanently and ultimately 
come apart. 
Undoubtedly interorganizational relationships will keep recycling 
through all these critical issues over time. New images of identity 
must evolve and there may come a point where major energies need to be 
spent again on working through another common vision of self. However 
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further research is needed to fill out the notion of what interorganiza- 
tional development looks like over time. 
In summary, the researcher has speculated that there are three cri¬ 
tical dimensions in the analysis of an interorganizational relationship. 
These are complexity, intensity, and development. The dimension of 
development has been largely ignored in the interorganizational litera¬ 
ture. This dimension emphasizes the internal aspects of interorganiza¬ 
tional relationships if a very concrete way. She has further speculated 
that the issue of dentity development takes on a critical significance 
for interorganizational relationships because of their dependency on 
common perceptual frames. This is not to say that interorganizational 
members must see the world similarly. Rather the case has been made 
that they must see a collectivity and see it similarly. 
The researcher believes that stressing the importance of the dimen¬ 
sion of development has been an important contribution of this study. 
The pivotal notion of identity development raises many questions for 
further study. The need for further studies which elaborate and provide 
an internal perspective on interorganizational relationships cannot be 
overstated. 
Implications: Methodology 
For a number of reasons, the researcher feels that the methodology 
of this study was particularly important. The longitudinal research and 
the use of multiple perspectives provided a type of elaboration of inter¬ 
organizational relationships that emphasizes completely different 
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elements than that currently found in the literature. The writer’s 
understanding of the importance of the concept of organizational iden¬ 
tity appears directly related to the methodological choices. 
The methodological choices which focused the research primarily at 
the intraorganizational level of the interorganizational relationship 
highlighted a number of issues. Most fundamentally, the importance of 
the perceptual elements of such a relationship were revealed. This 
study suggests that identity issues in a voluntary interorganizational 
relationship may be critical variables. Without the variables of time, 
the researcher’s own observations over time, and the gathering of many 
organizational members’ views, the concept of identity could not have 
emerged in such a vital way. 
The author entered this setting with research questions that re¬ 
flected her own assumptions of what was important. Those questions 
sought to focus equal attention on both the interpretive and contextual 
factors that were related to interorganizational relationships. Through 
the process of this research, the importance of the interpretive factors 
emerged in this particular context more clearly than the researcher ever 
thought possible. That could not have happened if the methodological 
choices had been different. The researcher believes that the use of 
qualitative research tools over time is the only way to create a study 
that can fully attend to the interpretive dimensions of an interorgani¬ 
zational relationship. Ignoring the perceptual dimensions of such a 
relationship, in this writer's opinion, is to ignore an entire dimension 
of interorganizational relationships. 
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At an even more concrete level, the study of the particular part¬ 
nership in this manner provided a depth of understanding of this setting 
that could not have been obtained otherwise. Understanding the organi¬ 
zation in this way allowed the researcher to identify specific organiza¬ 
tional patterns that otherwise would not have been visible. Those pat¬ 
terns are only apparent when one is able to see behaviors repeat over 
time. This type of information could be highly valuable to the organi¬ 
zation itself or to a consultant working with it in planning for con¬ 
tinued development. 
At a more general level, even to frame a partnership as an entity 
with a particular conception of self that develops a personality com¬ 
posed of a unique set of patterns may provide a new and helpful way of 
thinking about and paying attention to interorganizational relation¬ 
ships. It is likely that many persons would not conceive of partner¬ 
ships in this way. To see the varying conceptions of self and the 
organizational patterns of a partnership spelled out concretely may 
remind those interested in them that the particular personality of an 
organization is the stuff out of which success and failure are made. 
Beyond the abstractions of what is supposed to be important in a part¬ 
nership is the reality of the need to pay attention to that unique per¬ 
sonality. The researcher also believes that the issues and patterns 
described in this particular partnership, while played out in a highly 
specific fashion, may not be that uncommon. Those speculations must 
await further research. 
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Finally, the author believes that this particular study makes two 
other important statements that are profoundly related to the way in 
which it was conducted. Firstly, it emphasizes the importance of per¬ 
ception. The writer’s entire life experience and strongest intuitions 
suggest that how and what one believes, explicit or implicit, rational 
or irrational, is the key to understanding what makes things tick. To 
attempt to understand individual perceptions is infinitely complex. To 
grapple with the concept of organizational or collective perceptions is 
even more complex, yet vitally important. This study begins to grapple 
with that. 
Secondly, this study honors the importance of the particular organ¬ 
izational story. It is the researcher’s profound belief that it is all 
a story worth telling. All that is needed is someone to come along and 
provide a beginning, an ending, and a perspective to a perhaps otherwise 
unnoticed tale. For the author, the worth of this dissertation was in 
knowing that she had in no way told the whole organizational story, but 
that she had respected it enough to deem it important to tell. 
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APPENDIX A 
OBSERVATION GUIDE 
HOW THE ORGANIZATION DEFINES ITSELF 
Elements of Purpose 
- agreement on explicit goals and objectives set for organiza¬ 
tion 
- consistent agreement on short-term task focus set for group 
- agreement on member commitment necessary to reach organiza¬ 
tional goals 
- agreement on generation of resources needed to accomplish 
tasks 
- congruency of opinion on rewards derived from organizational 
membership 
Elements of Identity 
- agreement on group norms such as proper dress, speech, punc¬ 
tuality, etc. 
- degree of consensus on group values and ideology such as fair¬ 
ness, belief in hard work, etc. 
- degree of ritual activity such as initiating rites for new 
members shared by group 
- agreement on individual roles within group 
- congruency around collective self-image of organization 
HOW THE ORGANIZATION OPERATES 
Elements of Decision Making 
- degree to which problems are explicitly identified 
- degree to which needs are assessed and group is engaged in 
mutual planning 
- degree to which alternatives are generated 
- degree to which people share in making choices around key 
issues 
- degree to which group strives for consensus around choices 
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Elements of Leadership/Authority Relations 
- degree to which leadership provides vision for group 
- degree to which leadership structures group activities/goals 
- degree to which leadership is facilitative 
- degree to which leadership is hierarchical or shifts based on 
the task 
- degree to which there is shared responsibility for group 
efforts at quality and production 
- degree to which leadership is high relationship oriented/ 
supportive 
- degree to which there is shared responsibility for evaluation 
Elements of Conflict Management 
- degree to which goals of one party are blocked by another 
- degree to which there is competition for resources, power, 
amount of contact 
- degree and nature of emotional involvement expressed/not 
exprssed around group choices 
- degree to which group members recognize need to deal with 
differences 
- degree to which competitive or cooperative strategies are used 
to resolve conflicts 
Elements of Member Involvement 
- frequency of communication among members 
- degree to which strategies such as questions, repetition, 
paraphrasing, etc. are used to stimulate communication and 
communication accuracy 
- degree of centrality/interdependence in information exchange 
- degree of member involvement evident in meetings observable 
through nonverbal cues such as eye contact, body position, 
yawns, etc. 
- degree of responsiveness and activity evidenced by members in 
accomplishing group tasks 
WHAT THE ORGANIZATION DOES 
Elements of Organizational Accomplishments 
- extent and nature of attention paid to implementation of 
organizational choice 
- extent of activities implemented by organization 
- extent of services performed by organization 
- extent of attention paid to evaluating organizational accom¬ 
plishments 
- relationship of organizational processes to goal accomplish¬ 
ments 
APPENDIX B 
SAMPLE INTERVIEW GUIDE 
Organizational Identity and Purpose 
1. What do you hope to accomplish through the Indus try/Community/ 
Education Collaborative? 
2. What do you feel members need to give in order to have this 
organization accomplish its goals? 
3. What do you personally get out of participation in the 
collaborative? 
4. Do you feel members bring a common set of values to this 
organization? If so, what are they? If not, is that impor¬ 
tant? 
5. What have you learned through participation in this group? Do 
you feel there are any shared learnings common to members? 
6. Is there a vision which is central to having this organization 
remain viable? 
Organizational Processes 
1. How are decisions made in the collaborative? 
2. Do you feel there is a sense of shared decision making in the 
group around key issues? 
3. Are there any decisions made with which you strongly disagree? 
4. Do you feel that you have an impact on group decisions? 
5. What do you feel is effective leadership in a collaborative 
like this? 
6. How have you exerted leadership in the group? 
7. Do you feel the group shares responsibility for its direction 
and work? 
8. How do you feel that conflict is dealt with in the course of 
collaborative efforts? 
9. How would you like to see the group deal with conflicts that 
arise? 
10. Do you think there are any unresolved issues that may hinder 
the development of the group? 
11. What is your perception of the level of involvement of members 
of the collaborative? 
12. What do you do in meetings to keep collaborative members 
involved? 
13. Do you feel that responsibility is shared in terms of accom¬ 
plishing the partnership’s agenda? 
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Organizational Accomplishments 
1. What are concrete examples of what the collaborative has 
accomplished so far? 
2. What kinds of services have you performed for the community? 
3. How well does the group follow up on what it has planned? 
4. Do you feel that the collaborative is organized in a way that 
helps it to accomplish its goals? 
5. What aspects of the way the collaborative works do you parti¬ 
cularly like and what would you like to see changed? 

